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VOL. XXXV., No. oe 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JANUARY 31, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


TuE Two pivistons of the Court of Appeal are making good 
progress with the cases in the New Trial Paper, and it is 
expected that in another fortnight a very small number out of 
the seventy-three cases which were in the list will remain to be 
disposed of. 





Tne orDER for transfer of a hundred actions to Mr. Justice 
Romer for the purpose only of trial or hearing was signed on 
the 28th inst., and will be found in another column. A list also 
is added of the same actions in the order in which they will be 
taken. It is announced that the parties should be prepared on 
Monday next, February 2, to find some of these actions in the 
daily list. 


THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar 
of the new Queen’s Counsel :—Mr. Joun Francts Rorroy (legal 
adviser to the Local Government Board), 1860; Mr. Jomy 
Epwarp Barxer (North-Eastern Circuit), 1862; Mr. Witiam 
Crom, Suyty (Northern Circuit), 1865; Mr. Rates Warpiaw 
M’Leop Fvrtarron (South-Eastern Circuit), 1865; Mr. James 
Doveias Waker (South-Eastern Circuit), 1866; Mr. Groncz 
Farwett (Chancery Bar), 1871; Mr. Caartes Epwarp Hetey 
Cuapwyck-Heatey (Chancery Bar), 1872; Mr. Erygst Lav- 
RENCE Levert (Chancery Bar), 1873 ; and Mr. Wizt1am Ropert 
Bovsrietp (Western Circuit), 1880. 








Ir Is INFINITELY satisfactory to record the continuance of the 
régime of appointments to the High Court bench indicating care 
and discrimination and an anxious desire to promote its efficiency. 
It is, however, not a little amusing to observe how reluctant 
people are to believe that the old order of things has passed 
away. No sooner is there a vacancy than forthwith rumour is 
busy with the names of persons supposed to have “claims,” 
»Glitical or otherwise, to the judgeship, or influence sufficient to 
hoist them to the bench. So far as we know, the name of Mr. 
Jeune, Q.C., was never mentioned in connection with the post ; 
| but when his appointment was announced there was a consensus 
/of opinion that no more fit man coull have been selected. 
| Learned, careful, ablo, and versatile, we anticipate for the new 
| judge a brilliant career on the bench. 





} 

| Havrxe rocanp to the exigencics of the Companies (Winding 
Up) Act, 1890, and the rules thereunder, it is expected that a 

| new set of rules or regulations will have to be framed for the 

| purpose of expediting the completion of orders made to wind 

| Up companies, Now that such orders are not requirel to ba 
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advertised within twelve days of their date, an opening is 
afforded for delay in carrying in the necessary papers, and 
measures are suggested to prevent the parties concerned from 
improperly availing themselves of this mode of delay. There 
are various other matters with regard to this subject which must 
be dealt with sooner or later in order to meet the requirements 
of the Board of Trade, but it is much to be regretted that all 
this was not thought of when the rules were framed. 





Tue Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, can hardly be 
described as an unqualified blessing to creditors. Here is a case 
which has just occurred, the circumstances of which are peculiar. 
A company was being wound up in chambers, and the fund was 
ready for divisien. Nothing more was needed than for the chief 
clerk to sign the cheques and hand them to the parties entitled 
to them. But the Winding-up Act had to be borne in mind, 
and section 15, sub-section 3, provides that where any money 
remains undistributed in the hands of a liquidator for six 
months, the liquidator shall forthwith pay the same to the 
‘Companies’ Liquidation Account at the Bank of England.” 
This account is under the control of the Board of Trade. In the 
case to which we are referring part of the fund had, in fact, 
been under the control of the liquidator for the stipulated period. 
The rest of the fund was, therefore, paid to the parties entitled 
to it, and the portion which the liquidator had held for six 
months was paid into the Bank of England. The only differ- 
ence was that the Board of Trade gave the parties entitled to 
the money their cheques, instead of the chief clerk. This opera- 
tion was very simple, but it proved very expensive, for the Board 
of Trade deducted one and a quarter per cent. on the whole amount it 
paid away. One and a quarter per cent. for merely receiving a 
few thousands and paying them away in cheques immediately 
is what even shining lights among money-lenders would con- 
sider ‘‘ good business.” In this case, at any rate, the Act has 
proved to be a blessing in disguise—very much in disguise, in 
fact. 





OUR CORRESPONDENTS who wrote last week to emphasize our 
previous observations on originating summonses, called atten- 
tion to defects in the present system other than those which we 
had mentioned. One of them pointed out that, in consequence 
of the Chancery Chambers being closed in vacation, it is useless 
at such times to issue originating summonses in cases where 
time is of importance. He also urged the desirability of dis- 
pensing with the usual certificate of no other proceeding in 
cases where the chief clerk has certified that the summons is 
rn gee to be heard in his division. This suggestion will doubt- 
ess receive the attention of the chief clerks, who are fully 
empowered to deal with it. Our correspondent ‘‘X.” explained 
how much better they manage these things in Manchester than 
in London, and it is obvious, on the face of it, that the 
absurdity of the London system can have no counterpart in a 
district registry where originating summonses are issued and 
dealt with by the same department. The defect of the London 
plan is that it appears to be expressly designed to prevent a 
solicitor, until after he has issued his summons, from meeting 
the requirements of the particular chief clerk who has to deal 
with it. The name of such chief clerk is not disclosed to the 
solicitor until a stage is reached when he can only alter his 
summons by the troublesome and expensive operation of amend- 
ment. The chambers of the chief clerks in chancery form the 
only group of offices in which originating summonses are dealt 
with. The clerks attached to those chambers are the only 
officials in the Law Courts who understand anything about 
these summonses. Why, then, one may ask in wonder, was 
the duty of issuing originating summonses ever taken away 
from Chancery Chambers and imposed upon the Central Office ? 


Prior to the establishment of the present inconvenient system | 


each set of chambers issued its own originating summonses, and 
could, therefore, insist upon its own requirements being attended 
to before the summons was issued. Why can we not get back to 
that original which worked exceedingly well? The only 
difficulty in the way is as to the assignment of the summons to 
a judge by ballot. At present this is done at the Central Office, 
but, inasmuch as a separate ballot is there kept for summonses, 








there does not appear to be any reason why this ballot should 
not be removed to the office of the senior chief clerk, or to that 
of the principal clerk to the registrars, who keeps the ballot for 
petitions and for conveyancing counsel. The suggested change 
would be a great convenience to solicitors, and it would have 
no effect whatever on any subsequent step in an action or 
matter commenced by originating summons. The only differ- 
ence would be that the copy kept as of record would be filed at 
the Central Office after, instead of before, being marked with 
the chamber seal. 





WHILE WE are on the subject of originating summonses, it 
may, perhaps, be useful to inquire how it comes about that on 
the Queen’s Bench side of the High Court, wherein equity and 
common law have (as we know) been completely ‘‘ fused” long 
ago, there exists an apparent powerlessness to grasp the mean- 
ing of the term “ originating summons.” On the Chancery side 
procedure by originating summons is, with the exception re- 
ferred to above, almost a fine art in its comprehensiveness and 
simplicity; and there exists no doubt there as to what an 
originating summons is. Where any application is made to the 
court for any purpose by a summons which originates proceed- 
ings, that summons is an originating summons. A copy of that 
summons must be filed as of record in the court. The return to 
that summons cannot be less than seven clear days after service 
(ord. 54, r. 4), and the cause book of the court records the pro- 
ceedings in that action or matter. What a different picture is 
presented to us when we turn to summonses on the common law 
side originating proceedings! The Queen’s Bench Division has 
its statutory jurisdiction like the Chancery Division—summonses 
are necessary to ground initiatory applications under the Con- 
veyancing Act ;° under section 17 of the Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act, 1882; under the Arbitration Act, to obtain the 
assistance of the court to enforce submissions to arbitration; 
under 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45, s. 14, to alter the register of the 
Stationers’ Company; and to compel a solicitor to deliver up 
papers. In all these cases the fiction exists in the Queen’s 
Bench Division that these summonses are not originating sum- 
monses, but are merely “isolated applications.” The require- 
ment of ord. 54, r. 4, is ignored, and the summonses are issued 
with a short return, as if they were merely ordinary summonses 
in a previously-existing action or matter. No copy is filed and 
kept as of record in the court. No distinctive number or 
‘reference’ is given, and no entry is made in the cause book 
of the court. Many of these applications are of great import- 
ance, and yet in every case the summons initiating the proceed- 
ings is treated as if it were a mere casual triviality, such as a 
time summons, and is buried among such trivialities, to be 
destroyed after a certain lapse of time. To remedy this defective 
system—if it can be called a system at all—no Act of Parlia- 
ment is needed, nor even a rule of court, but merely a little 
more enlightenment as to what an originating summons actually 
is, and the application of the chancery practice to documents of 
that description. Surely our boasted fusion of law and equity 
ought to extend as far as that. 





Two pectsions of considerable importance have been given 
recently with regard to the liability of valuers, and it is useful 
to compare them with Cann v. Willson (37 W. R. 23, 39 Ch. D. 
39), the latest previous authority on the subject. There the 
valuers were actually employed by the mortgagor, but this was 
at the request of the solicitors of the intending mortgagee, and 
the valuation was sent direct to them. Putting aside the 
question whether or not there was a contract between the mort- 
gagee and the valuers, Currry, J., held that*the latter were 
liable on both of two grounds, for neglect of a duty which they 
owed to the mortgagees, and for reckless statements. As to the 
latter ground, it is, of course, rendered untenable by the deci- 
sion in Peck vy, Derry (38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337), and the 
former was grounded upon J/eaven v. Pender (11 Q. B. D. 503) 
and George v. Skivington (L. R. 5 Ex. 1), both of them cases 
dealing with very different matters. The latter, as is well 
known, involved the question of the liability to the world in 
general of the maker of a deleterious hair-wash, and although 
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a misleading report is deleterious enough, yet the two things 
are not altogether on the same footing. The essence of the 
valuation is the misleading statement contained therein, and it 
would be difficult to maintain liability for this after similar 
statements have been declared to impose no liability on 
directors. As far as the question of duty goes, it would be 
easy to argue that these latter are as much under a duty 
to their shareholders as valuers to mortgagees who advance 
money on the faith of their valuation. Accordingly, in 
the recent case of Scholes v. Brook (ante, p. 208), Romer, 
J., held that Cann vy. Willson was no longer an authority. 
There seem, therefore, to be left only two grounds for 
holding valuers liable; either there must be a contract 
between them and the mortgagee, so as to render them liable 
for negligence in the performance of it (for an example of this 
see Crabb v. Brindley, Law Journal, 1888, p. 537) ; or there must 
be such recklessness in making the valuation as to amount to 
fraud within the rule laid down by Lord Herscnett in Peek v. 
Derry. In this latter case, of course, an action of deceit will 
lie. The recent cases afford an example of liability upon each 
pf these grounds. In Scholes v. Brook the valuers were employed 
by the mortgagee’s solicitors, and at the express direction of the 
mortgagee. Hence Romer, J., naturally held that a relation of 
contract existed between the valuers and the mortgagee. In 
Fletcher v. Golland, on the other hand, it was found that the 
statements in the valuation were false, and that they had been 
made recklessly, without care whether they were true or false. 
This, of course, is not likely to occur very often, and it appears 
that mortgagees can only make sure of having a remedy for 
negligence against the valuers by taking care that these are 
employed by themselves. If the relation of contract is clear, 
no difficulty can arise. 





Tue case oF Jenkins v. Bushby in the Court of Appeal 
(reported elsewhere) once more calls attention to the rules 
under which it has to be determined whether a trial 
shall take place with or without a jury. These are 
rules 2 to 7 of R. 8. C., ord. 36, and they have been 
said to ‘‘form a group of regulations hanging together and 
requiring to be read together (per Linpiey, L.J., in Timson 
v. Wilson, 38 Ch. D. 72; and see Fanshawe v. London and Pro- 
vincial Dairy Co., 36 W. R. 418). The same, of course, may be 
said of any set of rules, but in the present instance the remark 
is not without importance. The only way of extracting any 
meaning out of the rules is to subject them to the most careful 
comparison, and even then the reason why they have been 
enacted in their present form remains a mystery. The difficulty 
arises over rule 4, which is an exact reproduction of rule 26 of 
the corresponding order of 1875, but the mistake was made of 
repeating the same words while, by the alteration of all the 
other rules, the circumstances to which they were to apply had 
been completely changed. Under the system introduced by the 
Judicature Acts, which, generally speaking, allowed either 
party to demand a trial before a jury, it was necessary to 
reserve to the judge the power in suitable cases to exclude such 
right, and to direct a trial without a jury. This was done by 
the old rule 26, which, therefore, had a definite and important 
part to play. It applied only where a trial would have been 
without a jury before the Judicature Acts, but in such cases it 
gave the judge a discretion, which would be exercised against a 
trial with a jury wherever the facts were too complex for a jury, 
or the facts and the law could not conveniently be separated, 
or the questions of law were too refined to be presented 
to a jury. Now, however, all this is changed. Under 
rule 7 the natural mode of trial is without a jury, and 
it is only in the cases provided for by rules 2 and 6 
that a jury may be demanded as of right. But rule 6 gives 
this right “‘in any other cause or matter ” than those previously 
mentioned. Inasmuch, then, as cases which could, before the 
Judicature Acts, have been, without any consent of parties, 
tried without a jury—that is, chancery and admiralty actions— 
have been mentioned in rule 4, these are excluded from the opera- 
tion of rule 6 (Zhe Temple Bar, 34 W. R. 68, 11 P. D. 6). But 
it was obviously a very clumsy proceeding to continue the rule 
after it had lost its former importance for the mere purpose of 








enemies the reference to such actions. These should have 
een expressly excepted from rule 6; and if rule 4 has any 
substantive force of its own, which seems to be doubtful, the 
proper course would have been to introduce a few additional 
words in rule 7. The chief point of interest in the judgment 
in Jenkins v. Bushby is that it corrects the odd idea, due appar- 
ently to an error in the judgment of Corron, L.J., in The Temple 
Bar, that rule 4 ac authorized the trial of an issue by a 
jury, whereas its real offect, so far as it has any, is just the 
reverse. Apart from this, the Court of Appeal simply state 
again the general effect of the rules—an effect which would have 
been at once apparent had they been more carefully drawn up. 





In a case of Re The Criccieth Pier and Harbour Co., before Mr. 
Justice Nort on Tuesday (reported on a subsequent page), a 
question arose upon the Companies (Memorandum of Associa- 
tion) Act of last session (53 & 54 Vict. c. 62). That Act, by sec- 
tion 1, enables a company registered under the Companies Acts 
by special resolution to alter the provisions of its memorandum 
of association with respect to the objects of the company, but 
the alteration is not to take effect until it is confirmed of the 
court. Section 2 provides, by sub-section 1, that an office copy 
of the order confirming the resolution, with a printed copy of the 
memorandum of association so altered, shall be delivered by the 
company to the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies “ within 
fifteen days from the date of the order, and the registrar shall 
register the same,” and certify the registration, and his certifi- 
cate is to be conclusive evidence that all the requisitions of the 
Act with respect to the alteration and the confirmation thereof 
have been complied with, and thenceforth the memorandum so 
altered is to be the memorandum of association of the company. 
Sub-section 2 of section 2 provides that ‘if a company makes 
default in delivering to the registrar any document required by 
this Act to be delivered to him, the company shall be liable to a 

enalty not exceeding £10 for every day during which it is in 

efault.” In the case referred to the company had passed a 
special resolution altering its memorandum of association, and 
on the 29th of November last Mr. Justice Norra made an order 
confirming the alteration. In consequence of the Christmas 
Vacation the company’s solicitors were unable to obtain an office 
copy of the order until the 2nd of January, more than fifteen 
days after the date of the order, and consequently the office copy 
could not be delivered to the registrar within the fifteen days as 
required by the Act. In this state of things the registrar re- 
fused to register the order, and the of Trade were of 
opinion that he was right in so doing. The matter was then 
mentioned to Mr. Justice Norrn, and he expressed an opinion 
that the order ought to be registered. He pointed out that the 
penalty imposed by sub-section 2 of section 2 was to continue 
for the period during which the company was in default, and, if 
the default could not be terminated by the actual delivery of the 
documents to the registrar after the expiration of the fifteen 
days, it would never come to an end and the penalty would go 
on for ever. Such an absurd result could not have been in- 
tended, and he thought that the company were entitled to have 
the order registered. It seems to us that no other conclusion 
could have been arrived at consistently with common sense, and 
it is satisfactory to find that the narrow views of the Board of 
Trade officials were not allowed to prevail. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter will be found in another 
column, inquires whether the case of Stoz v. Rees (38 W. R. 
683, 24 Q. B. D. 748) is to be regarded as overruled by MWood- 
ward v. Heseltine (ante, p. 204). In the former case the Court 
of Appeal held that the address of the plaintiff required by 
R. 8. C., ord. 4, r. 1, to be indorsed on a writ of summons before 
it is issued must be that of his “residence,” his place of business 
being insufficient. In the latter case the same court held that 
a bill of sale was not invalid on account of the attesting witness 
having given his business address, and not that of his residence. 
We have no hesitation in expressing our opinion that the 
decision in Stoz v. Rees remains quite unaffected by that in 
Woodward v. Heseltine. During the — of the former case 
an old decision of Attenborough v. son (2 H. & N. 559) 
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was cited as an authority for the contention that the business 
address of a plaintiff on a writ of summons was sufficient. In 
“that case it was held (though not, of course, under the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882) that the business address of an attesting witness 
to a bill of sale was sufficient. But the connection between the 
requirements in the case of a plaintiff to a writ and an attesting 
witness to a bill of sale does not appear to have impressed the 
court in the slightest degree; and, indeed, it is not easy to 
perceive on what ground a decision affecting the one should be 
applied to the other. It is true that in the case of both the 
statutory requirement is that the “‘ address” should be given ; 
but the interpretation of that term by the courts must necessarily 
be—and, in fact, has been—influenced by the connection in 
which it is used. The position and responsibilities of a plaintiff 
in an action are widely different from those of a witness to the 
execution of a bill of sale, and this difference was doubtless 
present to the minds of the judges when they gave the decisions 
referred to. At any rate, there is no authority for extending 
the effect of those decisions beyond the actual points which they 
respectively determined. Our correspondent further inquires as 
to what effect Stoz v. Rees has had on actions wherein the 
plaintiffs are partners suing in the name of their firm. This is 
a point which has unfortunately been left in some obscurity 
owing to the omission of nearly all the reporters present to 
note a slight incident which occurred in the course of the case. 
There is, however, no doubt that in deciding that the private 
residence of a plaintiff must be indorsed on a writ of summons 
the court referred exclusively to individuals, and not to partner- 
ship firms. Referring to this point, Lord Justice Fry said (see 
59 L. J. Q. B. 311): “There, the place of business of the firm 
may be given. I am not sure that the place of business is not 
the residence of the firm.” 





Tue case or Cusack vy. The London and North-Western Railway 
Co., which came before the Court of Appeal on Monday last 
(reported elsewhere), merits the attention of county court 
suitors. It was there held, reversing the decision of the Queen’s 
Bench Division, that the time for entering an appeal to the 
High Court in county court cases, prescribed by ord. 59, r. 12, of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, may be extended, though the 
court will not loosely exercise its discretion, but will be guided 
by the circumstances of each case. In the case under considera- 
tion, it appeared that the omission to enter the appeal within 
the time ibed was wholly the result of a bond fide mistake 
on the part of the appellant’s counsel. This decision of the 
Court of Appeal will, we venture to think, give general satisfac- 
tion, as the previous decisions (Reg. v. Kettle (17 Q. B. D. 761), 
Collins v. Vestry of Paddington (5 Q. B. D. 368) ) had rendered it 
a matter of some doubt whether the court really possessed any 
discretion to extend the time for entering an appeal. Happily 
the tendency of modern decisions is in favour of a more 
benignant construction of rules and enactments than formerly 
prevailed, and any return to the narrower and stricter methods 
of interpretation is certainly to be deprecated. 





The intment of Mr. Jeune, Q.C., to a judgeship, says the Times, 
vacates the chancellorship in no fewer than seven dioceses—namely, those 
of Durham, Bangor, Gloucester and Bristol, St. Albans, St. Asaph, St. 
Davids, and Peterborough. 

Discussing the question we referred to last week of the present state of 
the House of I and the Judicial Committee, the Times, in a leading 
article, says :—*‘ It has long been felt that, notwithstanding the presence 
of Lord Seesaditen in the House of Lords, the equity element might with 
advantage be more distinctly represented there. Nice questions as to 
fraud and company law have lately come before the House of Lords, and 
it is — @ pity that, in determining them, the common law element 
has s0 preponderant. The composition of the final court of appeal 
for the colonies and India is of even greater consequence. There has been 
RO serions impairment of the moral authority of that tribunal, unique in 
its comprehenvire jurisdiction. Wat for a long time it has been noted that 
it is gene content to base its decisions on the narrowest grounds, and 
that it has ceased somewhat to be, what it once was, the authoritative 
y . sage vine principles of jurisprudence. In the natural course of 

’ an lews some change of importance be made, the court must become 

We cannot be sure that it will continue to command the confi- 

dence given it while it was attended by judges ench as Parke or Kings- 
down. The death of Sir Barnes Peacock leaves the court with only one 
fudge A very large Indian experience regularly in attendance —Sir Richard 





THE PROTECTION AFFORDED BY THE LEGAL 
ESTATE. 


Can a subsequent equitable incumbrancer protect himself by 
getting in the legal estate where it is outstanding in a bare 
trustee? The older cases appear to say that he can, provided 
the prior incumbrancer has no special equity in his favour other 
than his mere Large in point of time. The modern cases say 
emphatically that he cannot. The estate is held in trust for all 
parties interested according to their equitable priorities, and a 
conveyance by the bare trustee to the subsequent incumbrancer 
—this latter being affected with notice at the time of the con- 
veyance—is a violation of the trust as against the prior incum- 
brancer. In the case of Zuylor v. Russell (39 W. R. 81), how- 
ever, the Court of Appeal appear to have omitted to take account 
of this change of doctrine, and to have reverted to the earlier 
view. 

The facts of the case may be shortly stated as follows :—In 
1862 the Surrezs trustees mortgaged certain land to Sir Francis 
D. Leearp to secure the sum of £9,000. In 1883 they sold 
part of the same laad, forgetting that it had been included in 
the mortgage, to Towarp. Hereupon Towarp, having thus got 
a real title, though only an equitable one, proceeded to construct 
a fictitious title also. He forged a deed, dated in 1882, under 
which he purported to acquire the land from Sarruson’s trustees, 
who were actual persons having property in the neighbourhood. 
By means of the fictitious title he borrowed £2,500 from Taytor 
in 1883. By means of the true title he first obtained credit at 
his bank, and then in 1887 executed a mortgage to Russ xt, 
who paid off the bank’s debt. The legal estate being all this 
time either in Sir Francis D. Lecanp, or, on his death, in his 
trustees, Taytor and Russett alike acquired equitable interests, 
Taytor having priority in point of time. In 1888 Towarp 
absconded, the true state of affairs was revealed, and RussELu 
set himself to fortify his defective title. This he did by an 
arrangement with the Lxecarp trustees. Satisfied with the 
security of the remainder of the property, they consented to 
reconvey the land in question to the Surrgzs trustees on condi- 
tion that the latter should forthwith convey to Russert. The plan 
was carried out, and Russett, having thus become possessed of 
the legal estate, set it up as a defence against the prior equit- 
able interest of Taytor. A question was raised in the action 
as to whether Taytor had not been guilty of negligence, but 
this was not decided by the Court of Appeal, and is not material 
to the present discussion. 

Restricting this to the getting in of the legal estate, it must 
be admitted in the first place that the conveyance taken by 
tUSSELL was not a clear case of a conveyance from a bare trus- 
tee, a term which may be used in this connection to include a 
satisfied mortgagee. As to the Lecarp trustees, they were, in 
fact, unsatisfied mortgagees, and, as to the Surrzes trustees, 
they only took the legal estate on the express condition that 
they would forthwith convey it to Russern. At the same time 
the practical outcome of the arrangement was that the Lecarp 
trustees, as to this particular land, chose to give up their 
security—in other words, regarded themselves as satisfied mort- 
gagees—and that the legal estate which had been in them was 
dealt with at their direction so as to become vested in Russztt, 
Although, then, the Court of Appeal, in allowing Russz.1’s de- 
fence, did not go solely upon the ground that a subsequent 
equitable incumbrancer can protect himself by getting in the 
legal estate from a bare trustee, yet at any rate the possibility 
of his so doing was admitted, and the decision contradicts the 
recent cases according to which such an arrangement is not 
countenanced. 

The general doctrine of the tabula in naufrags has sometimes 
been enunciated in terms which take no notice of the nature of 
the interest of the person from whom the legal estate is ob- 
tained. Thus in Blackwood y. Lindon Chartered Bank of Australia 


| (22 W. R. 419, L. R.5 P.C., at p. 111) Lord Sziporne, O., said : 
—‘“ There is nothing more familiar than the doctrine of equity 
that a man, who has bond fide paid money without notice of any 
other title, though at the time of the payment he, as purchaser, 
gets nothing but an equitable title, may afterwards get in a legal 
title, if he can, and may hold it; though, during the interval 
between the payment and tho gotting in of tho logal title, he 
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may have had notice of some prior dealing inconsistent with the 

faith of the dealing with himself.” that case, however, 
and in other cases where the principle has been stated in similar 
language, the special question of the effect of a conveyance by a 
bare trustee did not arise, and there was, therefore, nothing to 
call attention to a possible modification of the general rule which 
this circumstance might require. On the other hand, in Jarp- 
ham v. Shacklock (30 W. R. 49, 19 Ch. D. 27) Jesset, M.R., said 
emphatically :—‘‘ Nothing is better settled than that you can- 
not make use of the doctrine of tabula in naufragio by getting in 
a legal estate from a bare trustee after you have received notice 
of a prior equitable claim.” 

An examination of the older authorities shews that this excep- 
tion, at any rate in the absolute form given to it by Sir Grorcr 
Jesszt, is of quite modern origin. The Court of Appeal in Zaylor 
v. Russell seem to have ‘ought that it was based on the principle 
mentioned by Lord Expoy, C., in Maundrell v. Maundrell (10 Ves., 
at p. 259), that the trustee of a satisfied term, under the old law, 
was a trustee for all the persons interested in the inheritance ac- 
cording to their priorities. But this isa mistake. Lord E:pon was 
not then considering the special case of an actual assignment of the 
term to one of the persons interested in the inheritance. In the next 
sentence he does so, and treats it as settled law that, under pro- 
per circumstances, the assignment will be effectual to alter the 
order of priority. As against dower this was allowed even when 
the purchaser or incumbrancer had, at the time of the purchase 
c. zeumbrance, notice of the wife’s inchoate claim (Countess of 
Radnor v. Vandebendy, Show. Parl. Cas. 89; Swannock v. Liford, 
Co. Litt. 208a, Butler’s note, 105). But this was quite un- 
warranted by principle, and was only allowed out cf regard to 
the inveterate practice of conveyancers. 

The priority of ordinary incumbrancers was exhaustively dis- 
cussed by Lord Harpwicrg, C., in Willoughby v. Willoughby (1 
T. R. 763), and the result he arrived at is thus stated by Lord 
Expon in Maundrell v. Maundrell (supra, at p. 269) :—*“‘ It is clear 
from that case that, if there is a mortgage of the inheritance 
and a prior mortgagee, of whose title the other has no notice, 
if the subsequent mortgagee can get in a term satisfied, or, 
according to the later cases, not satisfied, by an assignment to 
trustees for him, he can protect himself against the prior incum- 
brancer, unless there are circumstances that give that incum- 
brancer a better right to call for an assignment.” Such 
circumstances will exist, he continues, where, for instance the 
trustee of the term has made a declaration that he will hold 
for the prior incumbrancer, or has done acts which are equiva- 
lent to such a declaration. As to the qualification suggested by 
the words in italics, this does not seem to be elsewhere insisted 
on by Lord Etpon, and it may be taken that, in his opinion, an 
incumbrancer’s mere priority in point of time did not constitute 
such an equity in his favour as to prevent the use against him of 
the legal estate got in by a subsequent incumbrancer from a 
bare trustee. 

It is, of course, assumed that the subsequent incumbrancer 
has, at the time of getting in the — estate, notice of the 
existence of the prior incumbrance. According to Sir GrorcE 
Jesset this is the circumstance which excludes him from the 
benefit of the legal estate; but, as a matter of fact, difficulty 
seems to have first arisen with regard to the effect of notice to 
the trustee. It was objected that if he could with safety make 
the conveyance, he would have the power of selecting, as he 
pleased, among the various incumbrancers. To this Lord Harp- 
WIcKE replied, in Willoughby v. Willoughby (supra, at p. 771), 
that the subsequent incumbrancer would be safe, but that it 
might be a breach of trust on the part of the trustee for which 
he would be liable to the prior incumbrancer. In Ex parte 
Knott (11 Ves., at p. 613) Lord Expon expressed his dissatisfac- 
tion with this, and thought that, if the purchaser was safe in 


obtain from the trustee of an outstanding legal estate the con- 
veyance of that estate when the trustee himself had notice 
of the intervening incumbrance.” In point of fact Lord 
Etpon does not ap to have said anything of the kind, 
though, as we have seen, he did advert to the di which 
notice to the trustee might cause. It seems, however, that the 
Vice-Chancellor, at any rate, had found no such case. He says 
(p. 640) :—‘‘I have not found any case in which a purchaser, 
obtaining a conveyance of a mere dry trust estate from a trustee 
of a.satisfied term, or from a mortgagee whose mortgage has 
been satisfied, such trustee or mo having at the time 
when he made the conveyance notice of an intervening charge or 


| trust, has been held entitled to protect himself from such 
_or trust by means of the legal estate which he has obtained.” 


It should be noticed that Carter v. Carter has been said to have 
been overruled (Mumford v. Stohwasser, 22 W. R., at p. 834), 
but this was only on a point of constructive notice, and the 
importance of the above dictum, as shewing the development of 
the doctrine under consideration, remains unaffected. 

As a matter of fact, however, Woop, V.C., in thus mak- 
ing the want of notice on the part of the bare trustee 
essential to the efficacy of a conveyance by him, seems to have 
gone off on a wrong track. If he is to be considered as trustee 
for the incumbrancers in the order of their priority, the material 

int is, not whether he has notice, but whether the subsequent 
incumbrancer has notice. If so, then, according to the doctrine 
of Saunders v. Dehew (2 Vern. 271), by taking a conveyance 
with notice of a trust, the subsequent incumbrancer becomes 
himself a trustee, and he “ must not, to get a plank to save 
himself, be guilty of a breach of trust.” The case of Allen y. 
Knight (5 Hare, 272, on appeal, 11 Jur. 527) is a well-known 
example of the application of the doctrine. 

If it is to be assumed, then, that the trustee of the out- 
standing legal estate is, without more, a trustee for the incum- 
brancers, these last cases are in point, and no one of the incum- 
brancers, by getting in the legal estate, can acquire priority 
over others of whose claims, at the time of getting it in, he has 
notice. In the days of Lord Expon, as we have seen, it was 
thought that to constitute the full trust, the prior incumbrancers 
must have some special equity in their favour—such as a 
declaration of trust by the trustee—and could not rely upon 
their mere priority. But in modern times a different view 
has prevailed, and the bare trustee of the legal estate has 
been regarded as in fact a trustee for the successive ineum- 
brancers. Whether he has notice of them or not is im- 
material. The question is whether the subsequent incumbrancer 
is aware of them when he gets in the | estate. Thus 
in Pilcher v. Rawlins (20 W. R. 281, L. R. 7 Ch. 259) Jassgs, 
L.J., referring to the old cases in which a trustee of a term to 
attend the inheritance was allowed to —— in such a manner 
as to give a preference, said: ‘‘ But those cases where the 
person seeking the conveyance knew the fact that the trustee 
was trustee for somebody else, and could not convey without a 
breach of trust, whilst the trustee was left in i 
cases, I say, involve a principle which I have never been able to 
understand.” And this opinion was emphatically indorsed by 
JessEL, M.R., in Mumford v. Stohwasser (supra). Of course, if 
Reo eustee ie Se ee eee inst the 
subsequent incumbrancer. Thus the law as — by these 
judges seems to agree with that laid down by my, M.R., 
in Prosser v. Rice (28 Beav., at p. 74), where he says that, “if 
the legal estate be in the hands of a person who has no pecuniary 
interest, and who is, therefore, a bare trustee with duties to per- 
form, the getting in of the | estate does not alter the situa- 
tion of the parties” ; and this was approved by him in the 
subsequent case of Pease v. Jackson (L. R. 3 Ch., at p. 579, note). 

Perfectly intelligible, then, is the dictum of Jesse, M.R., in 





taking the assignment, so also ought the trustee to be in | Zarpham vy. Shacklock quoted above. Lord Expox’s view as to 


making it. 


| the necessity of some special equity existing in favour of a prior in- 


In Carter v. Carter (3 K. & J., at p. 689) this point was | cumbrancer, in order to render ineffectual against him the con 
taken up again by Woop, V.C., but he appears somewhat to ance of the legal estate, had been, prior to that dictum, deli 


misrepresent Lord Eipon’s views. 
Maundrell, and again in Er parte Knott, Lord Enon discusses 
the whole doctrine, and says he has not been able 
to find a case where a person, being a mort , Without notice 
of a previous incumbrance, has been held to be entitled to 





He says :— ‘In Maundre/l vy. | abandoned. A trustee of the legal estate, who has become, as 


regards the original trust, a bare trustee, is thereupon a trustee for 
the canvanniee tissues. A subsequent incumbrancer with 
notice of a previous one has thereby also notice of this trust, 
Hence he cannot avail himself of the legal estate. In Tayler v. 
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Russell, however, the Court of Appeal, in allowing this to be 
done, seem to have reverted to Lord Expon’s view. The dictum 
in Harpham v. Shacklock they treat with slight respect, and think 
it is sufficiently explained by the fact that in that case there 
was a ial equity in favour of the prior incumbrancer. The 
cases of which that dictum was simply the outcome are altogether 
ignored. Not a little difficulty, therefore, is likely to arise when 
the matter next comes up for decision. 








CONCERNING PARTNERSHIP ARTICLES. 
IT. 


A certain number of those clauses which are generally inserted 
in partnership agreements have already been examined and pro- 
nounced either altogether or in general unnecessary—namely (1) 
to be just and faithful ; (2) to give information ; (3) attention to 
business ; (4) not to engage in any other business; (5) not to 
— the credit of the firm; (6) not to give credit when for- 

idden ; (7) not to compound the partnership debts. There 
remain several more clauses to be considered, for which, as 
before, reference will be made to the common forms in Messrs. 
Key and Elphinstone’s Precedents (vol. 2, Partnership). 

Not to become surety (2 K. & E. 310, xxxviii.)—This clause 
may be described as a fetter upon the individual liberty of any 
partner, and seems to cast a doubt upon the personal discretion 
of each partner in the management of his private affairs. In 
some works on conveyancing we find this and the two following 
clauses grouped together, a fact which suggests that their 
insertion may be explained by the same reason, as will be 
presently seen. It has, indeed, been suggested that the in- 
sertion of this clause often furnishes a good excuse for refusing 
to become surety to an importunate friend, but we are hardly 
disposed to think that its insertion can be justified on this ground 

Each partner to pay his private debts (2 K. & E. 310, xliti.).—It 
will not be generally necessary for any partner to refer to the 
articles of partnership to be reminded of this obligation, and 
the draftsman will in most cases be safe in leaving the matter to 
the diligence of the partner’s own particular creditor. In 
reminding a partner of this obvious duty it was no doubt 
intended to draw his attention to the risks to which the continu- 
ance of the na ap was exposed if he became insolvent, 
although perhaps the more practical reason is to be found in the 
next clause. 

Not to cause the property of the firm to be taken in execution (2 
K. & E. 310, xlii.).—It is in this clause that we come to what we 
believe is the true explanation of the two preceding clauses, 


a conduct of a partner in his private affairs. 
The explanation we believe lies in the fact that, previously to 


the recent Partnership Act, if a creditor obtained a judgment 
against any partner for a separate debt, he could levy execution 
against the partnership property, and so cause great incon- 
venience to the other partners. Hence it was thought advisable 
to call each partner’s attention to the fact that by incurring 
liabilities on his separate account which he could not meet he 
not only injured himself, but might actually render the partner- 
ship property liable to be taken in execution. By section 23 of 
the Partnership Act, 1890, a separate creditor can now only 
obtain a charge on the defaulting partner’s share, and moreover, 
by section 33, sub-section (2), ‘a partnership may, at the option 
of the other partners, be dissolved if any partner suffers his 
share of the partnership property to be charged under this Act 
for his separate debt.” 

Tourneys (2 K. & E. 310, xli.)—This clause prohibits any part- 
ner from travelling on account of the firm without the consent of 
his co-partners, and, as drawn, imposes a penalty upon him for 
so doing. In case he takes a journey for the firm with the con- 
sent of his co-partners, provision is made for his being allowed 
“his reasonable expenses of travelling and subsistence during 
such voyage.” The latter portion of the clause is clearly un- 

in accordance with the general principle stated in 
Lindley on Partnership, “It need hardly be observed, that an 
outlay made by one partner with the approbation of his co-part- 





recognized rule of law that a partner cannot charge the firm 
with travelling expenses unless they have been incurred pro- 
perly and in faith for the purpose of transacting 
the partnership business (Lindley, p. 384). What further 
check is required? Is it to be supposed that in every case, 
possibly an emergency, a partner is to go the round of his co- 
partners and obtain their formal consent to a necessary journey 
or run the risk of his expenses being disallowed, and, in addi- 
tion, of having a penalty imposed? We consider that the exist- 
ing law is sufficient, without the aid of such a clause, to protect 
partners against useless expenditure by any partner on behalf of 
the firm. In Barton’s Conveyancing (1824) we read that it may 
be proper to insert such a clause in some kinds of trade (vol. 7, p. 
45, note), a very different thing from making it a common form; 
and we have already drawn attention to the note in Martin’s 
Conveyancing by Davidson (1844), to the effect that this clause 
may usually be omitted. 

Books of account to be kept (2 K. & E. 311, xlvii.).—This clause 
provides (1) that proper books of account shall be kept; (2) that 
such books shall be kept at the place of business ; (3) that every 
partner shall be entitled to inspect them. We sometimes find 
these provisions expressed in separate clauses. To keep proper 
books of account is a duty, apart from the fact of partnership, 
common to all traders, and without doubt extends to ‘‘ persons 
carrying on a business in common with a view of profit’ (Part- 
nership Act, 1890, s. 1 (1) ), at any ra‘> in cases where books of 
account are usually kept. Moreover, the omission “to keep 
such books of account as are usual and proper in the business 
carried on by him” may be sufficient ground for the suspension 
of a bankrupt’s discharge (Bankruptcy Act, 1890, s. 8). It 
seems, therefore, unnecessary to reiterate this duty in a part- 
nership agreemeat, So far as regards the custody of the 
partnership books and the right of a partner to inspect them, 
which are obviously essential to the proper conduct of a partner- 
ship business, we do not believe an express provision was ever 
necessary. If it was, the necessity is now obviated by the ex- 
press enactment of the Legislature, whereby “ the partnership 
books are to be kept at the place of business of the partner- 
ship (or the principal place, if there is more than one), and every 
partner may, when he thinks fit, have access to and inspect and 
copy any of them” (Partnership Act, 1890, s. 24, sub-section 
(9) ). It certainly is difficult to see how the insertion of such 
clauses were ever justified. At most they are directions by 
lawyers to business men respecting the ordinary methods of con- 
ducting business. 

Publishing notice of retirement (2 K. & E. 321, lxvi.)—In 
Lindley on Partnership (1888), p. 214, we read, ‘‘It is obvious 
that on the dissolution of a firm or the retirement of a partner 
it is of the greatest importance to notify the fact, and each 
partner has a right to notify it. If his co-partners prevent him 
from exercising that right, they will be compelled to do what 
may be necessary to enable notice to be given.’’ This view, 
which was also expressed in earlier editions, we find supported by 
the decision of Kay, J., in JZendry v. Turner (1886, 32 Ch. D. 355), 
which was a case of dissolution by mutual consent. By the 
Partnership Act, 1890, it is provided that, ‘‘on the dissolution 
of a partnership or retirement of a partner any partner may 
publicly notify the same, and may require the other partner or 
partners to concur for that purpose in all necessary or proper 
acts, if any, which cannot be done without his or their concur- 
rence ”’ (section 37). The clause to which we are referring was 
therefore unnecessary before the passing of the Act, and now is 
more obviously so. 

Majority to decide disputes (2 K. & E. 327, lxxvi.).—When the 
number of partners exceeded two, it was usual to provide that 
disputes should be decided by the majority in number of the 
partners. The reason for the insertion of this*clause is to be 
found in the doubt which appears to have existed as to whether 
the law implied the power of a majority to decide disputes. 
This doubt has now been removed by the Partnership Act, 
1890, which provides that ‘‘any difference arising as to ordinary 
matters connected with the partnership business may be decided 
by a majority of the partners, but no change may be made in 


ners, and for the benefit of the firm, must be made good by the | the nature of the partnership business without the consent of 


firm, however useless the outlay may have been” (p. 382), 
With respect to the earlier part of the clause it appears to be a 


| 


all oeeine see ” (section 24, sub-section (8) ). It may be 
observed that the clause in Key and Elphinstone, although some- 
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what more elaborate, is substantially the same in effect as the 
first portion of the statutory enactment above cited. The inser- 
tion of the usual clause will therefore be unnecessary. 

In advocating the omission, either altogether or in most cases, 
of the above clauses, it is not supposed that every reason why 
they should be omitted has been given, but it is hoped that 
sufficient reasons have been given to cast the burden of proving 
the advisability of their retention upon those who are still of 
opinion that they should be inserted, We may add, in conclu- 
sion, that perhaps the fact is not sufficiently appreciated that the 
principal guarantee for good faith lies not so much in the inser- 
tion of clauses defining the principles of good faith as in the 
commercial interest which each partner has in the concern. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LIABILITY OF DIRECTORS. 


Tue Direcrors’ Liapiniry Act, 1890, AND OTHER STATUTORY PrRo- 
VISIONS RELATING TO PROSPECTUSES OF PUBLIC COMPANIES, IN- 
CLUDING THE Common LAW, WITH NOTES, AND copious INDEX. 
By GrorGE SPENCER Bower, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butter- 
worths. 


This book is much more than a mere commentary on the recent 
statute. It is, as the author says in his preface, an attempt to review 
and discuss ‘‘ the whole of the existing law, both statutory and com- 
mon law (whether usually administered in the Queen’s Bench or the 
Chancery Division), and both civil and criminal, relating to the 
various rights and liabilities created by the legal consequences 
attaching to, and the remedies available in respect of, misrepresenta- 
tions in and omissions from prospectuses.” With this view a con- 
tinuous commentary is first given on the Directors’ Liability Act, 
1890, and the thoroughness with which the subject has been taken in 
hand soon becomes apparent. As an example, reference may be 
made to the exhaustive discussion of the terms ‘‘ debenture” and 
‘* debenture stock”’ which occur in section 3 (1) of the Act (pp. 19— 
28). But the main feature of this part of the book is the discussion 
of the common law action of deceit, and of the extent to which the 
statute modifies it in the particular case of misrepresentations con- 
tained in prospectuses. This, of course, involves an examination of 
the case of Peek v. Derry (38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337), but only 
as an introduction to the statement of the conditions under which 
an action can now be brought. Sweeping as the recent statute is, there 
are, nevertheless, many points left to be decided by the previous law, 
and others in which it may be doubted how far any alteration in 
that law has been made. Thus it has hitherto been necessary for a 
plaintiff, not only to shew that there are untrue statements in the 
prospectus, but also that he has actually relied upon some one or 
more of them. Now, however, the use in section 3 (1) of the general 
phrase ‘‘on the faith of such prospectus”? makes this point a little 
doubtful. The author’s reasons for believing the law to remain un- 
altered will be found on p. 72. Considerable changes, of course, 
have been made in the persons who are prima facie liable in respect 
of actionable statements in the prospectus, and these are discussed 
at pp. 93 to 101. An interesting commentary is here given on the 
meaning of the term ‘‘ promoter” as used in the statute, and in the 
next division of the subject the various defences which may be set 
up are carefully pe te and discussed. The latter portion of the 
book consists of commentaries on section 38 of the Companies Act, 
1867 (including herein an examination of the validity of the so-called 
‘* waiver clause’’ in prospectuses), on section 35 of the Companies Act, 
1862, and on section 84 of the Larceny Act, 1861. These enactments 
complete the review of civil and criminal liability in respect of mis- 
representations in prospectuses, and the notes appended to them are 
as full and interesting as those to which we have already adverted. 
The work seems to give a very convenient and accurate summary of 
the law, and is the result of much painstaking investigation. 


PATENTS, 


THE Law or Patents ror Uservnt Inventions. By Wmu1am C, 
Rosinson, LL.D., Professor of Law in Yale University. Little, 
Brown, & Co., Boston, U.S. Sampson, Low, & Co. 


This is essentially a work of reference. It is a voluminous work on 
a voluminous subject. It consists of three large volumes, which con- 
tain between them nearly 2,200 pages. There are an introduction, 
four books forming the body of sha wwotte, an index of 164 pages, and 


a list of some 4,000 cases, occupying nearly 100 pages of the book. 
The subject is the law of patents, and although numerous references 


English lawyers the work is, therefore, suitable rather to the shelf than 
to the law court, but in this connection we think it likely to prove 
very valuable. The style is somewhat professional, and the 

at times a little difficult, but this is not unsuited to the scientific 
character of the matter discussed. To anyone acquainted with the 
immense masses of cases to be found in the various series of 

in the United States Federal Courts, to say nothing of the ponderous 
volumes of the United States Official Patent Gazette, it is almost a 
matter for surprise that even three such volumes as these should prove 
sufficient for a complete consideration of the law of patents such as 
the author has designed. But the explanation is that the author, 
while diffuse in some sections of the book, has been, as a rule, con- 
cise, stating his propositions with reasonable terseness in the text, and 
illustrating them in the notes. Some large portions of the book will 
no doubt be little referred to in this country, as, for instance, those 
relating to the American system of reissue patents, to caveats by 
inventors of incomplete inventions, to interferences (or, as we should 
call them, oppositions) in the Patent Office, to the functions and posi- 
tion of the commissioner and the other officials of that office, and to 
the various p’ ings therein, though patent agents in communica- 
tion with the United States may here find much useful information. 
Then, again, some parts of the book must be read with caution, as, 
for example, it must be borne in mind that in its native land protec- 
tion is given to inventors during two years’ user and sale of their 
invention before the patent is obtained ; and, again, that importers 
are not inventors in the American view. But there are many branches 
of patent law in which the principles recognized on both sides of the 
Atlantic are the same, or substantially the same, and we have here 
these principles laid down broadly and scientifically, and illustrated 
by a variety of American decisions on points many of which, though 
possibly suggested here, have never formed the subject of an English 
judgment. In such cases an American precedent can hardly fail to 
be valuable. Professor Robinson has produced a work which ought 
in America to fill a very high place in the patent lawyer's library, 
and in England to rank as a useful and suggestive repertory of 
information. At the same time, its usefulness would have been in- 
creased by a print. of the United States Acts of Congress and. the 
Rules of the Patent Office. 





THE LAW QUARTERLY REVIEW. 


Tue Law QUARTERLY REviEw. Edited by Sir FREDERICK PoLLock. 
Bart., M.A., LL.D. January, 1891. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


An improvement of some importance is made in this number of the 
Law Quarterly. The notes on recent cases, which have hitherto been 
printed in small type at the end of the number, are now transferred 
to the commencement, and are given in the same type as the ordinary 
articles. While it might be wrong to say that they are superior in 
interest to the ordinary articles, yet they have always been a note- 
worthy feature in the review, and they are well entitled to the 
prominence which has thus been given to them. In “ Trial by Jury 
in Civil Cases,” read before the Oxford Law Club in Novem- 
ber last, Judge 7 oben continues the controversy raised by Mr. 
Jelf, and pronounces strongly in favour of the jury system. He is 
largely influenced in this opinion by the ability of a jury to mete out 
rough and ready justice in a manner which is forbidden to a judge. 
A careful comparison of the laws of the various European countries is 
undertaken by Mr. Thomas Barclay in his article on ‘“* The Definition 
of General Average.” As to the correctness of the views advocated 
by Mr. Milledge in ‘‘ Statutes of Limitation and Mortgagees ” we 
have already expressed an opinion (ante, p. 185). An interesting dis- 
cussion of the distribution in bankruptcy of a ae and 
of the separate estates of the ers is contributed by Mr. A. Turnour 
Murray. He is satisfied with neither the English nor the Scotch 
system, and propounds a third method of his own. But for this and 
for the numerical examples by which the various methods are tested 
we must refer to the pages of the review. Of modern precedents we 
have more than enough, but when Mr. Maitland takes up the subject, 
it may be assumed that his precedents are ancient. In the 
Cambridge Library he has discovered a book of conveyancing 
precedents compiled in the thirteenth century by one Johan 
of Oxford, and used by the monks of Luffield Priory. Out 
of this he gives a list of forty-three forms, the substance of many 
of them being also set out. @ most curious is number 39, a pre- 
cedent for a letter by an Oxford student to his father, ending up with 
the threat that, unless further supplies are speedily forthcoming, he 
will be compelled to abandon the schools and return home. After 
this it is a sudden plunge into modern realities to find Mr. J. B. 
Matthews discussing the total abolition of bills of sale. For this 
drastic remedy he produces a number of good reasons, urging that 
they are a fraud on the general creditors, and are of no real service to 
the grantors, while, in a. the grantees are very unmeritorious 
persons. All this may be true, but it is wey — to avoid all 





are made to English authorities, the whole arrangement and scheme 
of the book is with reference to the law of the United States, For | 


pledging of chattels, and even abolition woul found to be not 
unattended with practical difficulties, 








222 : THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


‘ Jan. 31, 1891. 








BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Pridmore’s Guide to the Preparation of Bills of Costs. Ninth 
Edition. By Cuas. W. Scorr, one of the Principal Clerks in the 
Taxing Office. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

The Law and Practice under the Companies Acts. By H. Burton 
BuckteEy, M.A.,Q.C. Sixth Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 
The Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 to 1890. By Judge CHALMERS and 
E. Hoven, Inspector in Bankruptcy. Third Edition. Waterlow & 
Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
INDORSEMENT OF PLAINTIFF’S ADDRESS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—In your report of the decision on appeal in Woodward v. 
Heseltine, that the business address of the attesting witness is a 
sufficient compliance with the form in the schedule of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, and your article thereon in to-day’s issue, I expected 
to find some reference to the similar question decided in Stoz v. Lees 
(34 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 499)—viz., that the indorsement of 
plaintiff's address on a writ required by ord. 4, r. 1, must be the 
place where he resides. 

Probably Stoz v. /tees may be also considered as now overruled, 
bat, if not, what is the effect of it when the writ is issued in a 
ap ar wi. name? Must the several residences of all the partners 

indorsed? Ord. 7, r. 2, gives the defendant the right to require 
a statement in writing of the names and places of residence of all the 
partners, but still the writ may be issued in the firm rame. Or, if the 
writ is issued by a limited company, what address but its place of 
business (that being also its registered office) can be indorsed? And 
ord. 4, r. 1, makes no distinction between these cases. 

T. W. Smiru. 

St. Helen’s Chambers, 34, Bishopsgate-street Within, 

London, E.C., Jan. 24. 


[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S. J.] 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
WILLIAMS v. BUCHANAN, ALEXANDER (Third Party)—No. 1, 


26th January. 
Pracrice—Tump Party—Cosrs—R. 8. C., XVI., 48—54. 
Action on a guarantee signed by the defendant and one Alexander. 
The defendant served a third-party notice upon Alexander claiming to be 
entitled to contribution from him. The third party entered an appear- 
ance, and, upon a summons for directions taken out by the defendant, 
obtained leave to defend. The third party thereupon delivered a defence 
to the plaintiff’s claim, and upon the cause being referred to an official 
referee for report, he appeared by counsel, but did not cross-examine or 
produce evidence. Upon the report of the official referee judgment was 
entered for the defendant, and upon appeal this judgment was affirmed. 
The third party thereupon applied for his costs, either as against the 
plaintiff or as against the defendant, who had served him with the notice. 
Tue Covzr (Lord Esuzer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) refused to 
allow him costs. Lord Esuez, M.R., said that no doubt the court had 
power to allow the third party his costs, but the question was whether in 
the present case they would do so. Each case depended upon its own 
circumstances. Here the plaintiff did not want to bring the third party in; 
he did not sue him. The plaintiff only sued one guarantor, as he had a 
perfect right todo. The defendant had equally a right to serve the third- 
party notice. The defence of the third party was exactly the same as that 
the defendant. The third party did not deny that he was a co- 
guarantor, and he did not allege that the defendant would not fight the 
sclaim. The third party gave no sufficient reason for appearing 
being separately represented by counsel. No one had a right 
unnecessarily to increase the cost of litigation except at his own expense. 
nder the circumstances it would not be fair to make the plaintiff pay 
costs of the third party, when he did not want to bring him in. The 
defendant did no wrong in serving the third-party notice upon him. The 
third party had no valid reason for incurring these expenses, and he must 
pay his own costs. Bowrx, L.J., concurred. The third party, under the 
Circumstances of the case, ought to have applied to the defendants solici- 
tors, and asked them to act for him as well. He chose to incur separate 
conta, and he oe them himself. Vuy, L.J., agreed upon the ground 
Bowen, L.J., and if that application had failed then the third 
¥ might have incurred the expense of being separately represented. 

wesw, Sir H. Davey, OC., and L. BE. Pyke; Righy, QC., and Jeune, 
QC.; Edward Pollock. Sorscetons, Ingledew, Ince, & Greening ; Norton, 

Bone, & Co. ; Wileon, Uristows, & Carpmael. 


MONK +. BARHAM —-No. 1, 26th January. 
Pascrua—firax ov Execerioxn—New Tutar—Srecta, Crmcvmerances, 
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before Grantham, J., and a jury, and an application was now pending for 
a new trial. The learned judge had refused to stay execution, and the 
ground of the present application was that he had misdirected the jury. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) refused the 
application. Lord Esner, M.R., said that now that applications for new 
trials came in the first instance to the Court of Appeal they were most 
anxious not to interfere with the old practice. They had therefore con- 
sulted the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division on this question, and 
they found that the practice of the Divisional Court in such cases had 
been very similar to the practice of the Court of Appeal upon applications 
to stay execution pending an appeal from a judge without a jury. Where 
the judge who had tried the case had refused to stay execution, the 
court would not grant a stay unless there were some special circumstances. 
What those special circumstances might be it was impossible now to say, 
but certainly an allegation of misdirection, or that the verdict was against 
the weight of the evidence, or that there was no evidence to go to the jury, 
would not be a special circumstance. Those were the ordinary circum- 
stances of every application for a new trial. In the present case no special 
circumstances were suggested, and therefore the application must be 
refused. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseL, Kemp, Q.C., and 
Horace Browne; Scarlett. Sotrctrors, Frank Cherry ; Martelli, for R. Preston, 
Tonbridge. 


CUSACK v. LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO.—No. 1, 
26th January. 


Practice—County Court—Extension or Tre ror AppEaLtinc—R. §. C., 


ai. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Charles, J.) refusing to extend the time for appealing from the county 
court. On December 12, 1890, the action came on for hearing in the 
Bloomsbury County Court, and judgment was given for the defendants. 
The plaintiff at once applied to the judge for his notes, and asked the 
defendants for the counterfoil of a receipt which had been put in. On 
December 29, not having received either, he served notice of appeal, but 
the counsel who drafted the notice inadvertently advised that the last 
day for entering the appeal would be January 8, the day for which the 
notice of appeal was given, whereas by ord. 59, r. 12, the appeal must be 
entered within twenty-one days from the date of the judgment, that is to 
say in this case, by January 2. The plaintiff delayed, hoping to receive 
the documents and notes which he had bespoken, and on January 3 he 
endeavoured to enter the appeal, but was told he was too late. The 
Divisional Court declined to extend the time, holding that their discretion 
to do so was limited by the cases of Collins v. The Vestry-of Paddington (5 
Q. B. D. 368) and Reg. v. Kettle (17 Q. B. D. 761). The plaintiff 
appealed, and 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said that he could not agree that the case of 
Req. v. Kettle decided that the court had no discretion to grant such an 
application. No doubt that was the tendency of the decision in Collins v. 
The Vestry of Paddington, but that decision was given at a time when the 
court took much stricter and more rigid views of the rules than they now 
held. Nearly every judge of the Court of Appeal, too, had subsequently 
withdrawn from the strictness of that case. ‘The court had a discretion 
in all these cases which it would not exercise loosely, but which must be 
exercised on the particular circumstances of each case. In the present 
case there had been a bond fide mistake of counsel, and taking all the cir- 
cumstances into consideration it seemed right and proper to exercise that 
discretion in the plaintiff’s favour and to extend the time for appealing. 
But the plaintiff must undertake to enter the appeal at once, and to pay 
all the costs occasioned by the delay. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred. 
—CowunseL, Cavanagh; Montague Shearman. Sourcrrorns, 7. Bore; C. H. 
Mason. 


STEEL +. DARTFORD LOCAL BOARD—No. 2, 22nd January. 


Locat Boanp—Derective Higuway—Accipent—PersonaL Ixsuny— 
Lraapiniry ror DamaGes. 


The question in this case was, whether a local board were liable for 
damages in respeot of personal injuries resulting from an accident which 
was caused by the defective state of a highway. This was an application 
by the plaintiff that judgment might be entered for him or fora new 
trial. Grantham, J., had directed a nonsuit. The action was brought 
against the Dartford Local Board for damages in respect of injuries sus- 
tained by the plaintiff and his pony and cart. On May 27, 1889, the 
plaintiff was driving in a pony-cart in Heath-street, Dartford, when the 
pony put his fore feet into a large hole in the road and fell, and the plain- 
tiff was thrown over the pony’s head. The hole was at a spot where the road 
had recently been opened for sewerage works, and was caused by the de- 
fective filling in of the earth. The owner of some cottages, which fronted 
on this part of the road, one Clifford, had some time previously received 
a notice under the Public Health Act from the boardeto connect the 
drains of his cottages with the main sewer. In compliance with the 
notice he opened a trench in the road and effected the connection, and the 
work was approved by the board’s surveyor. He then filled in the trench. 
The work was completed at the beginning of May, 1889. The earth 
afterwards subsided, and formed the hole which was the cause of the 
accident. The board were the highway authority, and also the sewer 
authority, of the district, and they had taken over Heath-street as a 
public highway. It was contended that the board were liable both as the 
sewer authority and also as the highway authority; that it was their 
duty to see that the work of connecting the drain with the sewer was 





This was an application for a stay of execution. The action was tried 


roperly done, and that when a —— owner was authorized by a local 
Foard to do any work in connection with property vested in the he 














ee tte te i 















n 








eee 








Jan. 31, 1891. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 35.) 223 








was thereby constituted the agent of the board. Reference was made to 
Smith v. West Derby Local Board (3 C. P. D. 423), White v. Hindley Local 
Board (L. R. 10 Q. B. 219), Kent v. Worthing Local Board (10 Q. B. D. 
118), Strube v. Southwark and Vauxhall Water Co. (5 Times L. R. 638), 
and Blackmore v. Vestry of Mile-end Old Town (51 L. J. Q. B. 496). 

Tue Court (Lixpiey, Lopgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
Linpizy, L.J., said that the person who was obviously responsible for the 
accident was Clifford, but it was sought to make someone else liable. 
Clifford was neither the agent nor the servant of the local board. In 
order to establish responsibility on the part of the defendants it was essen- 
tial that some duty should be imposed upon them and that some breach 
of duty should be proved. ‘What were the statutory duties of the defend- 
ants? The statutory duty imposed on them as the sewer authority was, 
to maintain the sewers in a proper condition, and that they had done. 
If the sewer had fallen in by reason of its defective construction the case 
would have been within the authority of Blackmore v. Vestry of Mile-end 
Old Town. It was said that the defendants were responsible as the high- 
way authority, but they had done nothing. It was said that they had 
omitted to see that the hole in the road had been properly filled in, but 
the authorities, such as Gibson v. Mayor of Preston (L. R. 5 Q. B. 218), 
were conclusive that an action for perscnal injuries would not lie against 
a local board for the non-repair of a highway. Lopss, L.J., said that the 
only possible way in which the plaintiff could succeed in making the de- 
fendants liable as the sewer authority of the district. would be by proving 
that Clifford was their agent. That he had entirely’ failed to do. The 
contention that the defendants were liable as the highway authority 
equally failed, because the cases were clear that a highway authority 
could not be made liable in an action brought in respect of private in- 
juries for a mere nonfeasance. Kay, L.J., concurred.—CovunsszL, J. F. P. 
Rawlinson ; Morton Smith and MacIntyre.’ Sourcrrons, Venn § Woodcock ; 
Pyke § Parrott. 


Re JOSHUA STUBBS (LIM.), BURNEY v. JOSHUA STUBBS (LIM.)— 
No. 2, 24th January. 


Company— Winpina cve— Morteace —Orrician Liqumator — Receiver 
APPOINTED FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 109). 
The question was whether a receiver appointed in a debenture-holders’ 
action against the company should be allowed to continue, notwith- 
standing the appointment of an official liquidator in the winding up. On 
October 2, 1890, an action was commenced by debenture-holders against 
the company to enforce their security, and by consent an order was made 
in that action appointing a receiver. The debentures purported to charge 
the whole of the company’s undertaking, including uncalled capital, but 
not the freehold and leasehold property of the company. The freehold 
property was mortgaged. On October 15, 1890, an order was made to 
wind up the company, and an official liquidator was appointed. At the 
date of the winding up all the capital of the company was fully paid up, 
with the exception of eighteen shares of £10 each, and the business of the 
company had been closed. The plaintiffs in the action took out a sum- 
mons under section 87 of the Companies Act, 1862, for leave to proceed 
with their action notwithstanding the winding up. A counter-motion was 
made by the liquidator to discharge the order appointing a receiver, and 
to appoint himself receiver for the plaintiffs instead. Kekewich, J., con- 
sidered that the debenture-holders were entitled to control the realization 
of the assets, and allowed the receiver to remain. 

Tue Court (Linptgy and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Liyp- 
LEY, L.J., said that at first it seemed as if the court had simply appointed 
two officers to realize the same property. If there had been nothing more 
in the case than that, his lordship would have said that this case was not 
covered by Re David Lioyd § Co. (6 Ch. D. 339), and Re Pound, Son, ¢ 
Hutchins (42 Ch. D. 402), but that it fell within Perry v. The Oriental Hotels 
Co. (L. R. 5 Ch. 420), and such cases. Re David Lloyd § Co. was a foreclosure 
action, which the mortgagees were allowed to continue notwithstanding 
the winding up, and was, therefore, not in point. Re Pound, Son, § Hutchins, 
which at first sight seemed like the present case, was distinguishable, on 
the ground that in that case the debenture-holders had by the terms of 
their contract a right to appoint their own receiver. This distinction was 
pointedly referred to by Cotton, L.J. In his lordship’s opinion the 
observations of Giffard, L.J., in Perry v. The Oriental Hotels Co. were not 
affected by the later cases, and therefore the court would, under ordinary 
circumstances, be disposed to’accede to the liquidator’s application. Butin 
this case there was practically nothing for the liquidator to do. That being 
so, the court ought not to disturb the order made by Kekewich, J., in the 
exercise of his discretion. Kay, L.J., concurred. He was glad that the 
Court of Appeal should have had an opportunity of expressing its opinion 
that Re David Lloyd § Co. and Re Pound, Son, § Hutchins were not intended 
to alter the rule of convenience which the court had adopted, that when an 
application was made by mortgagees of a company to appomt a receiver, 
and another application was made to appoint a liquidator in the winding 
up of the company, the court should take care that, for the purpose of 
avoiding trouble and expense, the same person should be appointed both 
receiver and liquidator in every case where that could properly be done. 
If a receiver were appointed for debenture-holders, and a winding up 
ensued and calls had to be made, the receiver, although the terms of the 
debentures might be sufficiently large to cover future calls, would have no 
power, without the sunction of the court in each case, to get in the calls, 
But the winding-up machinery which could be put in motion by the 


person receiver and liquidator, because a receiver who was armed with the 
powers of a liquidator could use those powers for the benefit of the mort- 
gagees. But in the present case the company’s whole capital had been 
paid up, with the exception of eighteen shares of £10 each, so that it was 


idle to say that the liquidator had anything special to do. There was, 
therefore, no reason for removing the receiver appointed by the mort- 
gagees.—CounsEL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Ashton Cross; Warmington, Q.C., 
and R. Parker ; Swinfen Eady. Sotactrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Henshall 
§ Fereday. 


JENKINS v. BUSHBY—No. 2, 26th January. 


Pragrice—Mone or Trrat—Ricut to Jury—Discrerion or Jupge—Action 
tin Cuancery Drviston—R. 8. C., XXXVI., 2—10. 


A question arose in this case as to the construction of the rules in 
order 36 which relate to ‘’ mode of trial.’’ Rule 2 provides that, “‘in 
actions of slander, libel, false imprisonment, i prosecution, 
seduction, or breach of wee of marriage, the plaintiff may, in his 
notice of trial, and the defendant may, upon giving notice within four 
days from the time of the service of notice of trial, . . . or in the 
notice of trial to be given by him as hereinafter provided, signify his 
desire to have the issues of fact tried by a judge with a jury, and there- 
upon the same shall be so tried.’’ By rule 3, ‘* Causes or matters assigned 
by the principal Act to the Chancery Division shall be tried by a judge 
without a jury, unless the court or a judge shall otherwise order.’’ Rule 
4: “ The court or a judge may, if it shall appear desirable, direct a trial 
without a jury of any question or issue of fact, or partly of fact and partly 
of law, arising in any cause or matter which, previously to the passing of 
the principal Act, could, without any consent of parties, have been tried 
without a jury.”” Rule 5: ‘‘The court or a jadge may direct the trial 
without a jury of any cause, matter, or issue requiring any pi 
examination of documents or accounts, or any scientific or local investiga- 
tion which cannot in their or his opmion conveniently be made with a 
jury.’’ Rule 6: “In any other cause or matter, upon the application of 
any party thereto for a trial with a jury of the cause or matter, or any 
issue of fact, an order shall be made for a trial with a jury.” By rule7 
‘*(@) In every cause or matter, unless, under the provisions of rule 6, a 
trial with a jury is ordered, or, under rule 2, eee getty avg ified a 
desire to have a trial with a jury, the mode of trial be a judge without 
a jury, provided that, in any such case, the court or a judge may at any 
time ae any cause, matter, or issue to be tried by a judge without a 
jury, or by a judge sitting with assessors, or by an official referee or 
special referee, with or without assessors.”” The action was brought in the 
Chancery Division by mineowners against adjoining mineowners for an 
injunction to restrain an alleged trespass in working, and for an account. 
The plaintiffs’ mine was in G ; the plaintiffs issued their 
writ in the Chancery Division and named Glamorganshire as the place of 
trial. The plaintiffs applied for an order that the action might be tried 
at the next Glamo’ ire Assizes by a judge with a special jury. This 
was opposed by the defendants, who objected toa trial by a jury, and 
Stirling, J., made an order that the action should be tried at the next 
Glamo ire Assizes by a judge withouta jury. From this order the 
plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Laxpiey, Lorss, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Lixptey, L.J., said: The plaintiffs contend, first, that they have a right 
to a trial by a jury under ord. 36, r.6; and, secondly, that, if that rule 
does not apply, this case is one in which the judge could have ordered 
a trial by jury under rule 7, and that he ought to have made such an order 
in this particular case, inasmuch as the question in dispute between the 
parties is one of boundary, and that a view of the locality is essential for 
the proper determination of that question. The defendants, on the other 
hand, contend that rule 6 does not apply, and that this case is one which 
requires prolonged examination of documents, which cannot be con- 
veniently made with a jury, and that the case falls within rules 5 and 7, 
and that the judge had a discretion as to the order w ich ought to be 
made, and that such discretion was properly exercised, or, at all events, 
ought not to be interfered with. It becomes , therefore, first to 


| consider whether rule 6 applies, for, if it does, then it follows that the 


plaintiffs are entitled to a trial by jury as a matter of right. Now, rule 6 
has been frequently considered, and there are decisions by this court upon 
it—viz., The Temple Bar (11 P. D. 6), Timson v. Wilson (38 Ch. D. 72), and 
Fanshawe v. London and Provincial Dairy Ce. (22 Soxrcrrors” JovenaL, 288, 
38 Ch. D. 72). There is also the decision of Chitty, J., in Ceete v. Ingram 
(35 Ch. D. 117), pronounced after The Temple Bar case, 
before Zimson v. Wilson. The construction put upon rule 6 has been that 
the words “in any other cause or matter’? do not mean, in any cause 
or matter other than one in which the mode of trial 
under the p ing rules, but mean, in any cause or 
than those mentioned or to in the 

the reason for this is, that, if 
great and wholly unintended would 
mode of trial in a of large number of actions 
Division. As pointed out in Timson v. Wilson, the 
must be read together ; they form acode on this subject. Wherever there 
was, before the Judicature Acts, a t to a trial by jury, such wight still 
exists, and where there was no such the 
rules, although in such cases power is 


trial 
by a jury, if in its opinion that mode of trial ought to “heouan That 
this is the true effect of the rules will be seen by going them one 
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liquidator for making calls in the liquidation, provided the simple and con- 
venient method of a balance order against the shareholder, In cases in | 
which there were large outstanding assets, and it was important to put | 
that machinery in motion, there were strong reasons for making the same 


by one. Rule 2 preserves the right to a jury in the 
tioned, and there is no power to try them otherwise, if either party 
a jury. Rule 3 applies to cases to the Chancery Di 
section 34 of the J ture Act, 1873. In those cases there 
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to a trial by jury, and no such right is conferred by the rules, but power 
is conferred on the court to direct a trial by jury even in those cases. 
Rule 4 applies to causes or matters which before 1873 could be tried with- 
out a jury without any consent of parties. It has no application to old 
common law actions, but it applies to all chancery actions and to old 
admiralty actions. Rule 4 does not say how these actions are to be tried ; 
that matter is dealt with by rule 7. Rule 4 only authorizes trial without a 
jury of one or more issues arising in such actions as I have just mentioned. 
‘The old Court of Chancery had power to direct issues to be tried witha 
jury, but I never heard of any issue being directed to be tried without a 
jury. Whether the old Court of Admiralty had power to direct issues to 
be so tried I do not know. The power to direct issues to be tried with a 
jury in non-jury actions is preserved by rule 7 (a2). Rule 5 merely pre- 
serves the old practice of the common law courts ; there always was power 
in such actions as are there mentioned to order a trial without a jury. 
This rule has no application to actions which, apart from it, are properly 
triable without a jury. Rule 6 is supplementary to rule 2, and was neces- 
sary in order to preserve the right to trial by jury in all pure common law 
actions besides those mentioned in rule 2. Rule 6 is qualified by rule 5, 
but it has no reference to rule 4 except this—viz., that the causes or 
matters mentioned in rule 4 are excluded from the operation of rule 6. 
To construe rule 6 as applicable to all actions, except those mentioned in 
rules 2, 3, and 5, would, as already stated, be to give a right to a trial by 
jury where there was no such right before—e.g., in all chancery actions, 
except those mentioned in rule 3, and in old admiralty actions. Such a 
construction is quite inadmissible. Rule 7 applies to all actions in the 
High Court, except those in which either party has a right to a trial by 
jury, and has insisted on such right in the mode prescribed by rules 2 or 
6. Actions assigned to the Chancery Division fall within rule 3, and, 
although rule 7 is wide enough to cover them, there is no discrepancy 
between the two rules. Rule 7 is so worded as that, in all cases to which 
it applies, the mode of trial is to be without a jury, unless otherwise 
ordered, and it is for those who ask fora trial by a jury to satisfy the court 
that the trial should be by a jury rather than without. Rules 8to 10 apply 
to all actions, and are supplementary and create ne difficulty. This con- 
struction of the rules gives full effect to all of them, and is the construction 
put upon them already by this court in the cases to which I have referred ; 
and my only reason for reinvestigating the subject is, that I think there is 
still some misunderstanding about it. Rule 4 is sometimes suppo3ed to 
authorize a trial of an issue by a jury, whereas in truth it is confined to 
trials of issues without a jury, and other misconceptions have crept in 
which tend to make the rules obscure. So far, therefore, as the appel- 
lants base their appeal on rule 6, I am of opinion that they fail. The next 
point is to consider rules 5 and 7. In considering rule 5 judges not 
accustomed to work with juries are apt to underrate their power of 
dealing with questions involving an examination of maps, plans, and 
accounts. No doubt when it is necessary to go through a long disputed 
account item by item it is very difficult, if not impossible, to do so with 
a jury at the assizes; but to suppose that there is any real difficulty in 
getting a special jury to see and appreciate the result of accounts, or to 
apply their minds to and appreciate ordinary maps and plans, is to make a 
great mistake. Questions of boundary involving an examination of maps 
are constantly tried satisfactorily and without difficulty by judges with 
juries at assizes. It is obvious that in the present case no accounts will 
have to be taken at the trial, and, if the learned judge really thought that 
this case could not be conveniently tried at the assizes by a judge with a 
jury, I cannot agree with him. I pass now to rule 7, which is the rule 
applicable to this cave. As already stated, this rule, when it applies, 
throws upon the party asking for trial by jury the onus of shewing 
some good reason why his request should be acceded to. 
This is obvious from the rule itself, and this is the construc- 
tion which has been put upon it. The reason given in the present 
case is, that a view of the locality by a jury is all important. I am of 
opinion that a view may be very important, and that, as regards mode of 
trial, the choice really lies, not between a trial by a judge with or without 
a jury, but between a trial by a judge and jury, with a view by the 
jury, and a trial by some referee who can go to the locality. Of these 
two modes of trial the former at present appears the best. In my opinion 
the learned jadge underrated the importance of a view, and overrated the 
difficulty of properly trying the case with a jury. The order appealed 
from ought to be varied by directing that this action be entered for trial 
at the Glamorganshire Assizes by a judge and a special jury. The costs 
of the plaintiff's summons and of this appeal should be costs of the 
action. I wish to add that it must not be understood that this mode of 
trial will be obligatory on the judge of assize. If he finds it necessary or 
pepe to order any other mode of trial consistently with the rules, he 
will be quite at liberty todo so. Lores and Kay, L.JJ., delivered judg- 
ment to the same effect.—Counxset, Sir Edward Clarke, 8.G., J. G. Wood, 
and Darid Lewis; Graham Hastings, QC., and 0. Leigh Clare; Sefton 
Stricldand, Senscrrons, Helder & Roberts ; Meredith, Roberts, & Mills ; Blunt 
& Larford. 


Re THE GENERAL SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE STORES (LIM.)—No. 2, 


24th January. 


Conraxs —Wisoxe-cr Peritrios—Stav or Puocermscs 1s Acriosx 


Sexuncrios—Conraxize Act, 1862, «. %5—Jvmcarene Act, 1873, «. | 
' 


2, secn-smerion &>—~Courastzs (Wisitso-vr) Act, 1890, #. 1, 2, 32 
GresenaL Oxnrn ov tHe 291 or Novemurn, 1990. 


The question in this case was whether, reading the Companies Act, 


1962, «. %, with the Companics (Winding-up) Act, 1990, and the General | 
Order A the Lord Chancellor of the 20th of November last made there- | 


ander, an application to stay proceedings in an action against a company 
im the Queen's Bench Division, pending a petition in the Chancery 


Division for the winding up of the company, should now be made to the 
Chancery Division or to the Queen’s Bench Division. On the 20th inst. 
a creditor’s petition was presented for the winding up of the above com- 
pany. The petition was assigned to Kekewich, J. On the 24th inst. 
another creditor recovered judgment against the company in an action 
in the Queen’s Bench Division, and on the same day a writ of ff. fa. was 
issued, under which the sheriff took possession. An application was 
made ex parte by the company to Kekewich, J., for an injunction to 
restrain the sheriff from taking further proceedings under the execution 
until after the hearing of the petition, or until further order. Section 85 
of the Companies Act, 1862, gave the court power, at any time after the 
presentation of a petition for winding up a company, and before 
making a winding-up order, on the application of the company, to 
restrain further proceedings in any action against the company. 
Under section 24, sub-section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1873, it was held, in 
Re Artistic Colour Printing Co. (14 Ch. D. 502), that the proper court to 
which to apply for a stay of proceedings in an action against a company, 
for the winding up of which a petition was pending in the Chancery 
Division, was the court in which the action was brought, and this has been 
the practice ever since, until the Act of 1890 came into operation—that is, 
the first day of the present year. Section 1 of the Act of 1890 provides, 
by sub-section 2, that ‘‘ where the amount of the capital of a company, paid 
up or credited as paid, exceeds £10,000, a petition to wind up the company 
or to continue the winding up of the company under the supervision of 
the court shall be presented to the High Court.’’ Section 2 provides 
that ‘‘ subject to general rules and to orders of transfer made under the 
authority of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, and the Acts 
amending it, the jurisdiction of the High Court under this Act shall, as the 
Lord Chancellor may from time to time by general order direct, be exer- 
cised, either generally or in specified classes of cases, either by such judge 
or judges of the Chancery Division of the High Court as the Lord 
Chancellor may assign to exercise that jurisdiction, or by the judge who, 
for the time being, exercises the bankruptcy jurisdiction of the High Court.’’ 
Section 32, sub-section 2, provides that ‘‘in Part IV. of the Companies 
Act, 1862, and in this Act, the expression ‘ the court,’ when used in rela- 
tion to a company, shall, unless the contrary intention appears, mean the 
court having jurisdiction under this Act to wind up the company.’”’ Part 
IV. of the Act of 1862 includes section 85 of that Act. A general order 
was made by the Lord Chancellor on November 29, 1890, under section 2 
that ‘‘the jurisdiction of the High Court under the Companies (Wind- 
ing-up) Act, 1890, shall, until further order, be exercised by the judges of 
the Chancery Division to whom, for the time beirg, chambers are attached, 
and such judges shall until further order, be the judges of the 
High Court assigned for the purpose of that jurisdiction pursuant to the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890.’’ It was contended that the effect of 
the above-mentioned provisions of the Act of 1890 and the general order 
of November 29 was to alter the practice previously prevailing, and to 
restore the old practice of applying to the Chancery Division for an in- 
junction to restrain proceedings in an action against a company, to wind 
up which a petition had been presented, and that the application ought to 
be made to the judge to whose court the petition was attached, not to the 
court in which the action was brought. Kekewich, J., held that the 
practice had not been altered, and that the proper course was to 
apply to the Queen’s Bench Division for a stay of further proceedings 
under the execution. He, therefore, declined to interfere. It was assumed 
for the purposes of the argument that the paid-up capital of the company 
exceeded £10,000. It was stated on the hearing of the appeal that since 
the Act of 1890 had come into operation the officials of the Queen’s Bench 
Division had refused to draw up orders of this kind, conceiving that 
that division had no longer any jurisdiction in such a matter. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lorges, and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Lixpvuey, L.J., thought there was no real difficulty in the case. It was 
quite clear that ‘‘ the court” in section 85 of the Act of 1862 was now, 
by virtue of the Act of 1890, the High Court, but there was nothing in 
the Act of 1890 saying which division of the High Court. The general 
order of the 29th of November said that the jurisdiction of the High 
Court, under the Act of 1890, should be exercised by the judges of the 
Chancery Division to whom for the time being, chambers were attached, 
but this did not touch the question which division was to exercise the 
jurisdiction given in the Act of 1862. To ascertain that point reference 
must be made to sub-section 5 of section 24 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
and the decisions upon it. Sub-section 5 said in express terms that one 
division of the High Court was not to restrain proceedings in another 
division, and upon that it had been decided that an application for a stay 
of the proceedings in an action against a company, to wind up which a 
petition was pending, must be made to the court in which the action was 
brought. That rule was not altered by the Act of 1890. Lorgs and Kay, 
L.JJ., concurred,—Counsen, Emden, Soracrrons, Sweetland §& Greenhill. 


High Court—Chancery Diviston. 
Rte THE EMPIRE TRUST (LIM.)—Chitty, J., 24th January. 


Comvantes (Memonanpum ov Association) Act, 1890—At/runation or 
Memonanpum ov Association —JURISDICTION, 





| In this case a petition under the Companies (Memorandum of Associa- 
| tion) Act, 1890, was presented by the company for alterations in, and 
| additions to, ite memorandum of association as resolved upon by special 
resolutions. It appeared that the company was registered in May, 1888, 
with a nominal capital of £2,000,000, and the objects of the company, as 
contained in ite memorandum, were those of an investment and loancompany. 
It was proposed to add to these thove of a guarantee and finance company 
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with’ additional borrowing powers. The only shareholders were the 
original seven subscribing members, who each held one share, and who 
joined as pe'itioners. The company had never carried on business, and had 
no debenture-holders or other creditors, the solicitors’ costs being paid by 
one of the members. 

Currty, J., said that it was unnecessary to decide any question as to 
whether, under the Companies Acts of 1890 the jurisdiction to make such 
an order was in the judges of the Chancery Division to whom chambers 
were attached or inthe London Bankruptcy Court, now attached to the 
Queen’s Bench Division, for under section 1 (4) and section 3 (1) of the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, the proceedings could be retained by 
the court, even if such proceedings were not properly commenced therein. 
He should exercise the discretion there conferred on the court, and make 
an order as asked. Everyone who was properly interested was before the 
court, and if the memorandum was not altered, if the petitioners thought 
fit to dissolve and reconstruct the company in the manner now propo 
(which was quite in their power) they would be put to an outlay of £2,000 
for stamp duty under the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1880. There 
had been no advertisement of the petition or application in chambers relating 
thereto, but under the circumstances his lordship dispensed with advertise- 
ments.—CounseL, W. B. Heath. Soutcrrors, Musgrave §& Braby. 


Re THORLEY, THORLEY +. MASSAM—North, J., 24th January. 


Lecacy Dvry—Trvst to Carry on Testator’s Bustness—ANNUITY TO BE 

Paro to TRUSTEES WHILE CarryInG on Bustness—8 & 9 Vicr. c. 76, 

s. 4. 

The question in this case was, whether legacy duty was payable in 
respect of certain annual payments directed by a testator to be made to 
his trustees and to his son. The testator at the time of his death, in 
November, 1876, had a factory for the manufacture of food for cattle. 
By his will he bequeathed his factory and business to his three executors 
and trustees, upon trust to carry on the business in conjunction with his 
son. The testator declared that, whilst his trustees should be carrying on 
his business, each of them should receive an annual sum of £250 out of the 
profits thereof. The testator directed a similar sum to be paid to his son 
whilst he should be managing the business in conjunction with the 
trustees. After the testator’s death the trustees carried on the business in 
conjunction with the testator’s son until his death in 1882. The annual 
payments as directed by the will were made to the trustees and also to 
the son. The questions raised were, whether the annual sums directed by 
the testator to be paid to his trustees whilst they carried on his business 
were liable to legacy duty, and whether the annual payments to the son 
were liable to legacy duty. On behalf of the trustees and the son it was 
argued that the annual payments to the trustees and the son were given 
for the benefit of the estate; that the testator’s language was in the 
nature of a direction to employ particular managers at stated salaries. 
Section 4 of the Act 8 & 9 Vict. c. 76 provides that ‘‘ every gift by any 
will . . . of any person, which by virtue ofany such will . . . is 
or shall be payable out of the personal or movable estate or 
effects of such person, shall be deemed a legacy,’’ and subject to 
legacy duty accordingly. 

Nonrri, J., was of opinion that all the sums paid under the directions of 
the will to the trustees and the testator’s son for the periods during which 
they respectively managed the business were gifts, within the meaning of 
section 4, and liable to legacy duty. There was authority to shew that a sum 
bequeathed to an executor ‘* for his trouble ’’ was a legacy liable to duty. 
Executors, upon proving their testator’s will, became bound to perform 
their duty, and were entitled to no remuneration for so doing. Trustees 
were in no different position in principle. Having taken the office upon 
them they were equally bound to do their duty without remuneration, 
and the annuity given to them was pure bounty. As to payments made 
to the testator’s son his lordship had felt more difficulty, because the 
son was not a trustee and was not bound to take part in the manage- 
ment of the business. He might have said, ‘‘I will not act in the 
management unless I am paid a salary.’’ Whether, if he had done so, 
any part of his salary would have been liable to duty was a different 
question. He had accepted the payments made to him under the will, and 
his lordship was of opinion that those payments were gifts within section 
4, and were liable to duty.—Counsri, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Charles 
Macnaghten ; Vaughan Hawkins, Sorrcrrors, Collyer-Bristow ¢ Co, ; Solicitor 
to Inland Revenue. 


Re THE CRICCIETH PIER AND HARBOUR CO, (LIM.)—North, J., 
27th January. 


CompANY—ALTERATION OF MgMoRANDUM OF AssoctaTION—CONFIRMATION 
ny Court—Reerstration or Orper—DrravuLt IN DELIVERING Orrice 
Cory—Companres (Memoranpum or Association) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vict. c. 62), ss. 1, 2. 

In this case a question arose as to the effect of default by a company in 
delivering to the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies one of the documents 
required upon an application for the registration of an order of the court, 
under the above Act, confirming an alteration by the company of its 
memorandum of association. Section 1 of the Act enables a company 
registered under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886, by special resolution 
to alter the provisions of its memorandum of association with respect to 
the objects of the company, so far as may be required for any of the pur- 
poses thereinafter specified, ‘* but in no case shall any such alteration take 
effect until confirmed on petition by the court which has jurisdiction to 
make an order for winding up the company.”’ Section 2 provides, by 
sub-section 1, that when a company has altered the provisions of its 


has been confirmed by the court, ‘‘ an office copy of the order confirming 
such alteration, together with a printed copy of the memorandum of 
association so altered, shall be delivered by the company to the Registrar 
of Joint-Stock Companies within fifteen days from the date of the order, 
and the registrar shall register the same and shall certify under his hand 
the registration thereof, and his certificate shall be conclusive evidence 
that all the requisitions of this Act with respect to such alteration, and the 
confirmation thereof, have been complied with, and thenceforth (but sub- 
ject to the provisions of this Act) the memorandum so altered shall be the 
memorandum of association of the company.’’ By sub-section 2, “‘If a 
company makes default in delivering to the registrar any document 
required by this Act to be delivered to him, the company shall be liable 
to » penalty not exceeding £10 for every day during which it is 
in default.” In the present case the company passed a special reso- 
lution altering its memorandum, and, on the petition of the company, 
North, J., on the 29th of November last, made an order confirming the 
alteration. The order was dated the 16th of December, but it was not 
completed by the registrar of the Chancery Division until the 22nd of 
December, and by reason of the Christmas Vacation an office copy of 
the order could not be obtained by the company until the 2nd of January. 
By that time more than fifteen days had elapsed since the date of the 
order, so that it was impossible to comply with the directions of sub- 
section 1 of section 2 of the Act as to the delivery of an office copy to the 
registrar. When application was made to him for the registration of 
the order, and the necessary documents were tendered to him for that 
purpose, he decline1 to register the order, on the ground that the office 
copy of it had not been delivered to him in proper time. The matter was 
referred to the Board of Trade. The board expressed the opinion that the 
registrar was right in his refusal, but they suggested that the matter 
should be mentioned to the court. This course was adopted. 

Nortn, J., said that he could not order the registrar to make the 
tration, but he was of opinion that the registrar ought to do so. 
penalty imposed by section 2 of the Act extended over the period 
during which the company was ‘“‘in default’’ by reason of the nem- 
delivery of the document to the registrar. That iod commenced 
at the end of the fifteen days within which the ought to 
have been delivered, and the end of the period must be the date of actual 
delivery, otherwise the default would continue, and the penalty would go 
on for ever. Such a result could not have been intended, and his lordship 
thought that the registrar was not justified in refusing to register the 
order, but, subject to the provisions of sub-section 2 of section 2, the 
company were entitled to have the order registered.—Covnser, Sediloy. 
Soutcrrors, Jeffery § Clifton. 


Re COURT BUREAU (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 24th January. 


Company — Wixpinc ve — Merrororrran County Court — Compantes 
(Winpinc-up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), s. 1 (3) (5)—GeneraL 
Oxper, 29TH Novemnesr, 1890. 

Winding-up petition. The petitioner had recovered judgment for a 
debt and issued execution, but a return of nulla bona had been made. The 
company did not now appear. The registered office of the company (of 
which the capital was under £10,000) was in the district of the West- 
minster County Court, a metropolitan county court. By section 1 (3) of 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 63), ** where 
the amount of the capital of a company paid up or credited as paid up 
does not exceed £10,000, and the registered office of the company is situate 
within the jurisdiction of a county court having jurisdiction under this 
Act, a petition to wind up the company under the supervision of the 
court shall be presented to that county court.’”’ By section 1 (5) of the 
same Act ‘“‘the Lord Chancellor may, by order, exclude a county court 
from having jurisdiction under this Act, and for the purpose of such 
jurisdiction may attach its district, or any thereof, to the High Court 
or to any other county court, and may revoke or vary any such order. In 
exercising his powers under this section the Lord Chancellor shall provide 
that a county court shall not have jurisdiction under this Act unless it has 
for the time being jurisdiction in bankruptcy.”” By an order made by 
the Lord Chancellor under section 1 (5) above mentioned, and dated the 
29th of November, 1890, it was ordered “* that a county court which at the 
time of the coming into operation of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
1890, is excluded from having jurisdiction in bankruptcy, shall be excluded 
from having jurisdiction under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
until further order, and the district of any such county court shall, for 
the purposes of jurisdiction under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
be attached until further order to the court to which that district is 
attached at the time of the coming into operation of this Act for the 
purposes of jurisdiction in bankruptey.”” The metropolitan county 
courts are, by the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ss. 92, 98, 9, 96, Schedule HT., 
excluded from jurisdiction in bankruptcy ; and their districts are attached 
for this purpose to the London Bankruptey District. A question now 
arose as to the exact effect of the order of the 29th of November, 1890, the 
London Court of Bankruptcy having no jurisdiction in winding up. 
Srmure, J., said that by section 1 (5) of the Companies (Winding-ap) 
Act, 1890, the attachment of a district of a county court excladed from 
winding-up jurisdiction must be “to the High Court, or to any other 
county court.’’ The order evidently was meant to attach the districts of 
the metropolitan county courts, for the Fee os of winding-up jurisdic- 
tion, to the High Court.—Oounsan, 4. Byden. Soxrerrors, Nash, Field, & 
Withers, 


Re CROOM, ENGLAND +. PROVINCIAL ASSETS 00. (LIM.)—Kekewich, 
J., 2nd January, 
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Approval or Court—Orper ror DiscHarce—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 18, 28, 44. 


The in this case was whether property acquired by a debtor 
subsequently to the date of the approval by the court of a scheme of 
arrangement entered into by the debtor with his creditors under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, passes to the trustee under the scheme, or whether 
the A ago of the scheme by the court operates as an order for discharge. 
C. a petition in bankruptcy upon which a receiving order was made 

inst him. Subsequently his creditors resolutions for a scheme 

arrangement, and in July, 1888, the scheme was duly approved by the 
court. Under the scheme the whole of C.’s estate was vested in F. as 
trustee for the purpose of paying the debts in full, with interest, by in- 
stalments ; in case of failure to pay any instalment, the trustee was to 
realize the estate. C. made default, and in February, 1889, F., with 
C.’s consent, entered into an agreement with the P. Co. for the 
sale to them of all F.’s estate and interest as trustee. In September, 
1889, C.’s uncle died, and under his will C. became entitled to a sum of 
£306. On the 31st of December, 1889, F. assigned to the P. Co. 
by indenture all his estate and interest in the real and personal 
property vested in him as trustee under the bankruptcy proceedings. On 
the same day A. obtained judgment against C. for £116 and costs in an 
action commenced on the 17th of December, 1889. This was a summons 
by the trustees of the will of C.’s uncle to have it determined what person 
or persons were entitled to the £306, and in what proportions. No 
order for C.’s discharge had yet been pronounced in the bankruptcy pro- 


Kexewicn, J., said that a liquidation by scheme of arrangement was in 
effect a contract between the parties to be construed with reference to the 
statute and rules. The statute did not specify what property was to 
belong to the trustee for the creditors, nor when the debtor was to be dis- 
charged from his debts. The dictum of Baggallay, L.J.,in Ex parte Clark 
(82 W. R. 775, 13 Q. B. D. 426) was an authority in favour of the view 
that those points were matter of contract between the debtor and his 
creditors. His lordship thought that the scheme of arrangement was 
made with reference only to the property of the debtor at the date of the 
scheme, and that the approval of the scheme by the court operated asa 
discharge of the debtor. The legacy of £306, which did not come into 
existence until after the approval of the scheme by the court, did not vest 
in the trustee, and, therefore, did not pass by the assignment of the 31st 
of December, 1889, made by him to the company.—CovnseL, Marten, 
QC., and 2. W. Harper; George Elliott; 8. Dickinson. Soicrrors, 
Ramsden, Radcliffe, & Co., for Ramsden, Sykes, § Ramsden, Huddersfield ; 
Peacock & Co. ; Winter & Co. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
WENMAN r+. LYON, HONEYWILL (Ciaimant)—Q. B. Div., 23rd 
January. 

AGREEMENT ror Serriement or Personat Cuatrets veon Marrirce—Bi1 


or Sate—Soivency or Serrion—Isrext to pereat Creprrors—Bri1s 
or Save Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), s. 4—13 Exiz. c. 5. 


In this case Lyon had been defendant in an action brought against 
him by Wenman, in which judgment had gone against Wenman, and 
certain furniture had been seized in execution. The claimant was the 
sole trustee under a memorandum of agreement of the 3rd of May, 1890, 
made immediately before the marriage of Wenman with the claimant’s 
sister. The validity vf Miss Honeywill’s claim was impeached by the 
execution creditor, on the grounds (amongst others) that the agreement 
did not incinde the furniture in question, that it was an unregistered 
bill of sale, and was also executed for the purpose of delaying, hindering, 
or defrauding creditors, and was therefore void. The agreement provided 
that if the marriage should take effect “all the real and leasehold pro- 
— the plate, jewellery, personal chattels, and effects’’ of the 

(Wenman) should be settled upon certain trusts for the benefit of 
the , Wife, and issue of the marriage. The case was tried on 
interpleader before his Honour Judge Martineau in the county court of 
Sussex at Brighton, and the judge held upon the evidence that Wenman 
was solvent when he executed the agreement, and that, therefore, there 
was no fraud upon creditors, and also that the furniture under the 
agreement and that it was not a bill of sale, being covered by the expression 
** marriage settlement” in clause 4 of the Act of 1878. The execution 
creditor appealed. Swain vy. Ayres (36 W. RB. 798, 271 Q. B.D. 289), Strong 
v. Stringer’ 38 W. hk. Dig. 196), and Re Player (15 Q. B. D. 682, 34 W. R. 
7 170) were cited. 

‘nnn, b., said that in his opinion the county court judge was right 
poe mae It was said that this furniture did not pass under the words 
ted in the deed, that the words “ personal chattels and effects’ included 
only wach chattels and effects as were cjusdem gencris with the articles 
exumerated immediately before them ; but that rule did not apply here ; 
the words were most gpriate to incinde this furniture. Then came 
the question, Was this settlement a bill of sale? The term bill of sale was 
very cofmprehensive: it was clear that section 4 of the Act of 1878 included 
nat only documents which gave a legal right, but also documents which 


gare an right to personal property. But the section went on to 
vay what were not inc a amonget such documents were 
settlements. It was intended to include in that expression docu- 


ments comterring 4 legal interest, and to exclude those which gave equitable 
sights only. It was meant to include all instruments the object of which 
out, according to our laws, reasonable 
for marriage. The cases as to leases (Swain +. Ayres aud Strong, 


Stringer) did not give much assistance, although they shewed that not 
only the document but the surrounding circumstances had to be considered. 
But the case of Re Player, decided under section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
was directly in point. That section was founded upon much the same 
considerations as had led to the passing of the Bills of Sale Acts, and in 
that case the judges held that the word settlement included an instrument 
of this kind. Again, it was said that this document was void under the 
statute of Elizabeth as a fraud upon creditors. It was answered that the 
man had sufficient assets to pay his debts at the time the deed was 
executed. That would not be a sufficient answer if fraud were proved, 
but those who alleged fraud must prove it, and there was here no finding 
of fraud. CHaruzs, J., was of opinion that the words used were capable 
of including the furniture, and that the furniture was in fact included in 
the marriage articles. As to the settlement being a fraud on creditors 
within the statute of Elizabeth, the county court judge appeared to have 
thought that the fact that the settlor was solvent was decisive of that 
point. It was said that if the settlor in executing the settlement hada 
mind to defeat his creditors, that finding was not sufficient, and that it 
was necessary also to find that the settlement was not exeeuted to defeat 
creditors. But there was no evidence that Wenman had any such intention, 
and no finding to that effect was necessary. The other point was as to 
the Bills of Sale Act. In his opinion the county court judge was right in 
holding that the term ‘‘marriage settlement’’ in section 4 included 
marriage articles which did not amount to a formally drawn deed of settle- 
ment. The reasoning of Cave, J., in Re Player, exactly applied to the 
present case; settlement included documents which were in substance, 
although not in ferm, settlements made in consideration of marriage.— 
Counset, Henn Collins, Q.C., and Lewis Edmunds; Jelf, Q.C., and J. 
Rawlinson. Soutcrrors, Stokes, Saunders, § Stokes ; W. F. Stokes. 


REG. v. VREONES—C. C. R., 24th January. 


Cromeat Law—Fravup—Arrempt to Mistzap a Jupician Trrmvnan— 
ARBITRATORS—No LITIGATION EXISTING AT Date or FRavp. 


The defendant, Anastasios Vreones, was tried and convicted at the last 
Bristol Assizes, before Denman, J., under the following circumstances :— 
On the 11th of December, 1889, a corn merchant of Bristol named 
Stephens entered into a contract with one Sevastopulo for the purchase of 
a cargo of wheat to arzjve by the steamship Whinfield.. The contract con- 
tained arbitration clauses, with an appeal to the Committee of Appeal of 
the London Corn Trade Association, whose decision was to be final. The 
Whinfield arrived on the 15th of March, 1890, and Vreones was, according 
to the usual practice, appointed by the seller, while one Brookman, the 
buyer’s under foreman, was deputed by the buyer to take samples of the 
wheat as it came up from the hold for the purpose of their being used as 
evidence in the event of any arbitration taking place. It was proved at 
the trial that these samples were taken to the house in which the defend- 
ant lodged, and that the defendant fraudulently tampered with them by 
pulling down a portion of the tops of the bags through the string on the 
side opposite the seal, then cleaning the contents, and replacing the wheat 
without breaking a seal so as to produce a very much better sample. He 
then sent the samples as altered to the London Corn Trade Association 
to be kept by them. The motive suggested for this conduct was that in 
case any — arose as to the quality of the sample the purchaser might 
be defeated by the production of the samples before the arbitrators. No 
arbitrators were in fact appointed, nor did the purchaser take any steps in 
that direction, the reason assigned being that the arbitration samples as 
altered were found to be superior to the other samples taken, and there- 
fore it would have been hopeless to proceed to arbitration. It was sub- 
mitted, on behalf of the prisoner, that the indictment ought to be 
quashed, on the ground that it contained no charge for which an indict- 
ment for misdemeanour could be supported, as there was no statement of 
any litigation in esse, nor of arbitrators appointed, nor that anyone was 
defrauded, nor that the defendant made any use of the samples with which 
he had tampered. 

Tue Cover were all of the opinion that the conviction ought to be sus- 
tained. Lord Corgntner, C.J., said that the indictment was in substance 
for attempting to mislead a judicial tribunal by manufacturing false evi- 
dence ere was no doubt that if that offence were completed it would 
be a misdemeanour. It was said that it made a difference if the particular 
piece of evidence which was manufactured was not m fact used at any 
trial. In his opinion it was still a misdemeanour, although the evidence 
were never . All that was in the power of the prisoner to do towards 
supplying falee evidence he did. There was a contract which provided 
for a certain tribunal for the settlement of disputes, and also for the 
reception of a certain piece of evidence—these samples—which, if not con- 
clusive, would at least be of very t im nce before that tribunal. 
The defendant did all that he could to tamper with these samples, and so 
mislead the tribunal. The question was, was his offence complete when 
he sent the fraudulent samples to London? In his opinion it was com- 
plete. Not only must that be held to be so on re le, but it had 
already been laid down in Rex v. Crossley (1 T. R. $15) with reference to 
subornation of perjury. The offence of subornation was complete, 
alt h the witness who had been suborned was never called. ‘Io make 
the guilt or innocence of a on the judicial consequence of 
his act would clearly be wrong. Crossley’s case was not precisely similar 
to this, but the same principle applied. The act of the p oner Was com- 
plete when he sent the samples to the tribunal which might or might not 
use them in evidence. e conviction must, therefore, be sustained. 
Pouock, B., wae of the same opinion. If the indictment had been for a 
fraud or cheat or gen upon # |private individual, the defendant must 
have been acquitted on the nd that his act was inchoate only, and 


that there was no evidence that anyone had, in fact, been injured. Dut 
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the present case was not one of private fraud, and in such a case as this 
the condition precedent to a conviction of injury to an individual did not 
arise ; for ina case of private fraud you can prove that a person was 
injured by the defendant’s lie; where the fraud was aimed at deceiving a 
tribunal, you could not prove that that particular lie brought about the 
verdict or decision. "Where provision was made by parties to a contract 
for the submission of dispvtes to a tribunal, that tribunal was recognized 
by the courts as a legal tribunal, and it was against such a tribunal that 
the fraud was aimed in this case. SrerHen, CHarztes, and LAawkance, 
JJ., concurred. Conviction sustained.—CounszL, C. Matthews ; Poole, 
Q.C., and B. Coleridge. Soxicrrors, Webb ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


FAVELL v. WRIGHT—19th January. 


Execution or Dgegp procurEepD ry Fraup—Vom Drsep—Svunsequent Pur- 
CHASER FOR VALVE witHout Notice—Prioriry or EqurraBLe TITLEzs. 


This was an action of ejectment, the question being as to whether a 
deed which formed part of the plaintiff’s title was or was not void. The 
root of title under which both parties claimed was a mortgage of the pro- 
perty in question of the 15th of March, 1873, to Richard Headley. The 
property was copyhold, and the mortgagor made a conditional surrender 
of it to the use of Headley, who, however, was never admitted as tenant. 
On the occasion “i the surrender Ephraim Wayman (Headley’s brother- 
in-law and soliciter) acted as deputy steward. Headley went into possession 
as mortgagee about the year 1874. In 1876 he died, having by his will 
left all his property to his widow, who was also executrix, and proved the 
will. She remained in possession as mortgagee, and employed her brother 
Wayman to manage her affairs and to collect the rents. In 1882 Wayman 
prepared a deed of transfer, to which Mrs. Headley put her signature on 
the 2nd of November. By this deed, which falsely recited that the prin- 
cipal sum due on the mortgage—£286 5s.—was, on the execution thereof, 
paid by Wayman to Mrs. Headley, Mrs. Headley, in consideration of that 
sum (the receipt whereof she acknowledged), assigned to Wayman the 
mortgage debt and securities, and covenanted to be admitted and to 
surrender to the use of Wayman. On the same day Wayman deposited 
the title deeds of the property, including the deed of the 2nd of 
November, 1882, with the plaintiff to secure £250 and interest. After 
this date Wayman continued to act as Mrs. Headley’s agent in respect of 
the property, and in 1886, professing to act as such agent, let the property 
to the defendant, who had been in possession as tenant ever since. On 
the 9th of May, 1888, Wayman, having recently absconded, was adjudi- 
cated a bankrupt, and on the 30th of May, 1889, his trustee in bankruptcy 
executed a deed which purported to vest the property in the plaintiff, 
subject to the trustee’s equity of redemption. On the 3lst of December, 
1889, the plaintiff was admitted as tenant of the copyholds, his claim to 
admittance being based upon the deed of the 30th of May, 1889. Under 
these circumstances the plaintiff brought this action in the Royston County 
Court of Hertfordshire, contending that the deed of the 2nd of Novem- 
ber was not void, but at most voidable, and left Mrs. Headley and the 
defendant, as her tenant, only an equity to set aside that document, and 
also that Mrs. Headley was guilty of sufficient negligence in executing 
that deed to postpone her equitable title to the plaintiff's subsequent 
equity. His Honour Judge Bagshawe gave judgment for the defendant, 
and the plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covet (Pottocx, B., and Cuaries, J.) dismissed the appeal. 
Pottock, B., said that the county court judge had found as facts that the 
deed of 1882’ contained false recitals; was a deed prepared by Wayman 
and put before Mrs. Headley as a fraud and misread to her, and that the 
defendant had become tenant without any notice of the fraud. It seemed 
to be clear that when a deed was misread to a person that deed was void, 
and the estate in the property purported to be conveyed remained where 
it had been before the execution of the deed. That was the law as laid 
down in Shepherd's Touchstone in Coke and in the old abridgements, and 
also in more modern cases, such as Edwards v. Brown (1 Cr. & J. 307, at 
p- 312), and Foster v. Mackinnon (17 W. R. 1105, Ls R. 4 C, P. 704), where 
Byles, J., adopted that view of the law in its fullest sense. The doctrine 
which was relied on on the other side was an alleged equitable rule that in 
these cases of fraud, if, after the execution of the fraudulent deed, a pur- 
chaser from the fraudulent person had parted with his money honestly 
and without notice of the fraud, and if there had been negligence on the 
part of the original vendor, then equity would relieve the dond fide pur- 
chaser from the consequences of the fraud of the vendor to him. That 
rule was well established, but it had no application in the present case, 
for no estate ever passed by the deed of 1882; it was altogether void. 
Hunter v. Walters (20 W. R. 218, L. R. 7 Ch. 75) contained some expres- 
sions which, at first sight, seemed favourable to the plaintiff's case; but 
Mellish, L.J., in that case was dealing with a person who had negligently 
executed a deed. It was not enough for an educated person to come for- 
ward and say that he had executed a deed as a matter of form. But 
the present case was that of a lady who was not well acquainted with 
matters of business and law, and, moreover, the contents of the deed 
she was signing were falsely stated to her. The appeal must be dis- 
missed. Caries, J., agreed. The deed was not the deed of Mrs. 
Headley at all; she was deceived as to its contents, and had a right to 
say non eat meum cue. The subsequent steps taken by the plaintiff did 
not put him in a better position; it was not the case of the owner of an 
equitable estate turning it into a legal estate, and the plaintiff never had 

any estate. The equitable rule relied on by the plaintiff was found in 
cases where the plaintiff had some rights, The original vendor had, b 
some negligence on his part, allowed the estate to be passed to a bond fide 
purchaser for value. As to Hunter ¥. Walters, the observations of Mellish, 
4J,., were not in conflict with the long chain of decisions as “to the effect 
of a deed the contents of which were misstated to the person executing it. 


Mellish, L.J., was dealing with cases where there was negligence on the 
cand howd “wom signing the deed. Here the county court judge had 
‘ound that there was no such negligence. No subsequent dealings with 
the property could improve the plaintiff’s title. The suggestion to that 
effect was not supported by any authority. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, 
A. Brown end R. M. Pattison ; A. H. Spokes. So.rcrrons, Foss § Ledsam, 
for J. E. L. Whitehead, Cambridge; Dubois, Reed, § Williams. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ex parte McGOWAN, Re ASHTON—Q. B. Div., 19th January. 


Soticrroe—Manacine CLerK—Nortice or act or Bankxruprcy—Norice 
ro CLERK HOW FAR BINDING ON PRINcIPAL. 


This case raised a question of importance with respect to the powers of 
a managing clerk employed by a solicitor. The appeal was brought 
against two orders made by the judge of the Manchester County Court, 
declaring that two deeds executed by the bankrupt on November 19, 
1889, in favour of the appellant were void against the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy, on the ground that the title of the trustee related back to a time 
earlier than the execution of the deeds, and that the appellant was not 
within the protection of section 49 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, because 
he had, by means of an agent, had notice of an act of bankruptcy. In 
June, 1889, a bankruptcy notice was issued against the debtor apon 
which a petition was presented in Me py 1889, but, owing to an ad- 
journment for the purpose of the trial of an action, the receiving order 
was not made until March, 1890. On November 19, 1889, the deeds 
sought to be set aside by the trustee were executed by the bankrupt in 
connection with the sale of his business to the appellant, such transaction 
being for the most part carried through by one Wood, the managing 
clerk to Mr. R. G. Thesspern, the solicitor —— by the appellant, 
who it was alleged had knowledge of the act of ptcy committed by 
the debtor. The county court judge found that neither the appellant nor 
his solicitor had notice, but that the solicitor’s clerk had, and he held that, 
the clerk being made the alter egoof the appellant, notice of an act of bank- 
ruptcy to him was notice to the appellant. From that decision the present 
ap was brought. 

HE Court (Cave and Vavenan Wiuams, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Cave, J., said that there was certainly more than one ground on which it 
was impossible to say that the alleged notice was such as to affect the 
appellant. In the first place it was eaid that the appellant had re- 
tained and employed Wood, and had constituted him his agent and alter 
ego so as to make the notice to Wood notice to the appellant. It was 
quite clear, however, that the appellant did not constitute Wood his 
alter ego or agent in the matter. ving understood that the bankrupt 
was desirous of disposing of his business, the appellant, with the view of 
making inquiry as to the property, retained Mr. Thompson to act as his 
solicitor in the negotiation. No doubt by that act the lant did con- 
stitute Thompson his agent in the matter, and notice to Thompson would 
have been notice to the appellant. But there was no actual notice to 
Thompson. With regard to Wood it was clear the appellant did not con- 
stitute him his agent. He had retained Thompson, and although it was 
true that he had gone with Wood to see the premises, yet he went with him 
as Thompson’s clerk, who had been told to go and help in the inquiries. 
There was also no ground to come to the conclusion that Mr. Thompson 
had constituted Wood his substitute in the matter. The court might 
accede to the position which had been put forward, that where a 
solicitor, with the consent of the client, oe his managing clerk in his 
place to conduct and manage the matter which the solicitor was retained 
to conduct, notice to the clerk might be notice to the solicitor and to the 
client. It was abundantly clear, however, in the present case that there 
had been no such substitution. Thompson was employed to conduct the 
business, and although he did not do everything himself, yet it was clear 
that he did not delegate the whole matter to Wood, but, on the contrary, 
he retained control of the matter, and himself made some very important 
inquiries. The court was not inclined to carry the doctrine of constructive 
notice any further than it had already been carried, and was not pre- 
to hold that the mere fact that a man was a managing clerk, apart 
m any substitution by the client or his principal to manage the busi- 
ness, would make notice to him notice to his principal. I 
wrong in what it had laid down, however, there were other poin 
present case on which it was impossible to w the judgment of the 
county court judge. The court was not at all satisfied that notice was 
ever given to Wood so as to bind his principal. The knowledge was not 
acquired by him in the course of the business, and, so far from the notice 
having been given with the desire that it should be communicated, the 
facts shewed that both Wood and the person who was stated to have 
given the notice to him were anxious that the matter should be concealed 
for the purposes of their own advantage.—CovnseL, Sidney MWeelf, Q.C., 
Wharton, and Austin; Bigham, Q.C., and Sutton, Soxrornons, Bell, Bred- 
rick, & Gray, for R. G. Thompson, Manchester; Sempson $ Dyice, Man- 
chester. 

SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
23rd January.—Hennert Tarrron Sankey (Canterbury). 








A correspondent of the Ties points out that, by the elevation of Mr. 
Jeune to the bench, Balliol College has now seven representatives an the 
Supreme Court of Judicature , Lard Chief Justice Coleridge, 
Lords Justices Bowen and Lopes, Justices Chitty, Kekewich, Wright, and 
Joune. 
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LAW SOCIETIES 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


January 19.—Mr. Common in the chair.— Mr. G. Washington Fox 
moved: ‘‘ That this House approves of the principle laid down in Mr. 
Carnegie’s ‘ Gospel of Wealth.’ ”” Mr. L. W. Browne opposed the motion. 
The other speakers were—Messrs. E. F. Spence, A. K. Common, J. R. 
Yates, J. L. V. S. Williams, B. Hawkins, C. W. Williams, and D. 
McMillan. On a division no one voted for the motion. 

January 26.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. J. L. V. 8S. 
Williams moved : ‘‘That the dissenting judgment of the Master of the 
Rolls in the Western National Bank of the City of New York v. Perez (W.N., 
1890, p. 227) is correct.” Mr. W. 8. Sherrington opposed. Messrs. 
Symonds, Green, Marcrs, Smith, and Moyle spoke. The voting was even, 
and the chairman gave his casting vote against the motion. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


EXAMINATIONS IN THE YEAR 1890. 
SPECIAL PRIZES OPEN TO ALL CANDIDATES. 


Scott Scholarship.—Thomas Edward Silvester being, in the opinion of 
the council, the candidate best acquainted with the Theory, Principles, and 
Practice of Law, they have awarded to him the scholarship founded by Mr. 
Jobn Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Mr. Silvester served his clerkship 
with Mr. Frederick Theobald Langley, of Wolverhampton, and Mr. 
Henry John Smith, of London, and obtained the Clement’s-inn and Daniel 
Reardon Prizes at the honours examination held in January, 1890. 

Broderip Prize.—Harry Opie Smith having shewn himself best acquainted 
with the Law of Real Property and the Practice of Conveyancing, having 
passed a satisfactory examination, and attained honorary distinction, the 
council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, 
founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Smith served 
his clerkship with Mr. William Every, of Honiton, and Messrs. Torr, 
Janeways, Gribble, & Oddie, of London, and obtained the New-inn Prize 
at the honours examination held in January, 1890. 


LOCAL PRIZES. 
Timpron Martin Prize for Candidates from Liverpool; Atkinson Prize 
for Candidates from Liverpool or Preston.—William Newby Gradwell 
having, from among the candidates from Liverpool, passed the best 
examination, and attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded 
to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Timpron 
Martin, of Liverpool; and having, from among the candidates from 
Liverpool or Preston, shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Real 
Property and the Practice of Conveyancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory 
examination, and attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded 
to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. John Atkin- 
son, of Liverpool. Mr. Gradwell served his clerkship with Mr. Palgrave 
Simpson, of the firm of Messrs. Simpson, North, & Johnson, of Liverpool, 
and obtained the John Mackrell Prize and a second class certificate at the 
honours examination held in November, 1890. 
Birmingham Law Society’s prize for candidates from Birmingham.— 
Arthur John Lees having, from among the candidates from Birmingham, 
the first in order of merit and recommended by the examiners as 
entitled to honorary distinction, and awarded a prize, the council have 
awarded to him the gold medal of the Birmingham Law Society. Mr. 
Lees served his clerkship to Messrs. Thursficld & Messiter, of Wedne sbury, 
and Mesers. Bower, Cotton, & Bower, of London, and obtained a prize 
from the Incorporated Law Society at the honours examination held in 


J ’ 
“Rephen Heelis prize for candidates from Manchester or Salford.—John 
Okell having, from among the candidates from Manchester or Salford, 
the best examination, and attained honorary distinction, the 
council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded 
im memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of Manchester. Mr. Okell 
served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Okell, of Manchester, and Messrs. 
a & Co., of London, and obtained a third class certificate at the 
honours examination bed in ee 1890. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Hitany Examiwatiox, 1591. 


Gesereat Examixatios ov Strupexts ov tne Ieee ov Covnt, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 15th, 16th, 17th, 18th, 19th, and 20th of December, 
1490. 

The Council A Legal Education have awarded to Archer Muresby White, 
A the Middle Temple, and Alfred Henry Chaytor, of the Inner Temple, 
——- in jurisprudence and Roman law of one hundred guineas, to 
comtinue for a period of two years; and to Abdul Majid, of the Middle 
Temple, and Vrederick William Washington Kingdon, of the Middle 
Temple, studentships in jurispradence and Koman law of one hundred 
giineas, for one year. 

The council have aleo awarded to the following students certificates that 
they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :—Jotn Cann Valley, 
Alexander Vingwall Bateson, Francia Herrick Birch, John Wentworth 
Gameys Yond, Vernard VAward Spencer Brodhurst, Walter Leopold 


Buller, Hon. Edward Evan Charteris, Paul Connolly, Denis Frederick 
Denis De Vitré, Pepyat Williams Evans, James Alexander Fraser, Arthur 
Lewis Roger Gaddum, Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi, Arnold Glover, 
Thomas Greig, Alan Frederick Hogg, Henry Percy Hussey, William 
Cunliffe Pickersgill Jay, Harry Lawson Webster Lawson, Charles Bertrand 
Marriott, Vivian Matthews, Walter McLachlan Money, Arthur Moore, 
Vivian Morten, Thomas Cecil Pakenham, Horace Prudentius Parodi, John 
Michael Porral, Charles Sansome Preston, John Ryan, Lewis Amherst 
Selby-Bigge, Dewan Shadi Ram, Wyndham Neave Slade, James Smith, 
Charles Taylor, Alfred Henry Robinson Thornton, William Harold 
Tingey, Watkin James Yuille Strang Watkins, Francis Pelham Whitbread, 
and Oldham Whittaker, of the Inner Temple; William Henry Adams, 
Perey Harland Atkins, Trimbuckray Tricamray Mazmoonder Buch, 
William Herbert Evans, James Sands Henderson, Richard Hughes, 
Alexander Leeper, Jagdri Sunkar Misra, Hubert Morgan-Brown, Cottari 
Soorya Prakasha Rao Nayudu, Arthur John Aloysius O’Connor, George 
Grenville Phillimore, Arthur Gaved Phillips, George Francis Pires, 
Narayan Raj, Louis George Gustave Rochery, Gabriel Hugh Savage, 
William Loftus Thompson, Herbert Sandford Thorne, Thomas James 
Chesshyre Tomlin, George Turner, and William New ell Watts, of the 
Middle Temple ; William Freshfield Burnett, Francis Thomas Dove, Frank 
Campbell Gates, George Chatfield King, Herbert John Mongan, James 
Latimer Crawshay St. Clair, Francis Statham, William Stoney, Henry 
Theodore Dempster Sweet, Thomas Sutton Timmis, John Ernest Priestley 
Turner, and Kenneth Forbes Wood, of Lincoln’s-inn ; and Thomas Bailey 
Clegg, Thomas Cutter, Harold Hardy, and Claudius Ernest Wright, of 
Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 


The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
law :—Motiram Showkiram Advani, John George Allen, Charles Daniel 
Benham, Thomas Reeves Blakely, James Burchell, Henry North 
Grant Bushby, John Grosvenor Calverley, Walter Gorst Clay, Wil- 
liam Vere Reeve Fane, Alfred Ernest Field, Harprasad Sing Gour, 
James William Herschell Gully, Joseph Gundry, Arthur Hudson, 
Richard England Jackson, Richard Ouseley Blake Lane, Charles 
Harold Cort Livesey, Robert Ranulph Marett, Hubert Stuart Moore, 
Bernard Perks, Alexander Panmure Oswald Ramsay, Richard Wil- 
liams Reynolds, Hugh Molesworth St. Aubyn, William Howel Scrat- 
ton, John Reginald Shaw, Robert William Stent, Walter Richard 
Warren, Bernard Wicks, and Joseph George Willis, of the Inner Temple ; 
Edward Ernest Henry Atkin, John Donald Clucas, Frank Howe Colam, 
Basil Woodward Crump, Hugh Morgan Davidson, Keshav Ganesh Desh- 
pandi, Francis Xavier D’Souza, Jacob Abraham Jeremias De Villiers, 
Algernon Massy Fleet, Richard Pike Glasgow, Abdul Hakim Khan, Frank 
Oldfield Hartley, George Harry Blair Kenrick, Gilbert Arnold Koek, 
Hormasji Bapuji Laskari, Henry Gottlieb Leitner, Egerton Milne Cum- 
ming Macdona, Alick Henry Herbert Maclean, Joseph Simon Edgar 
Martin, George Bertram Milne-Redhead, Edward Alfred .Mitchell-Innes, 
John Nisbet, Shah Nurullah, Alan Prentice, John Fletcher Twemlow 
Royds, Harold Sands, Mohammad Shafi, Shunpei Uyemura, Thomas 
Sherren Whittaker, Edward Kinnersley Williamson, and Mohammed 
Zahoor, of the Middle Temple; Edmund Anthony Basilon, Philip Vere 
Broke, Kamalanabha Rama Chandra, Ward Coldridge, Herbert Dukin- 
field Darbishire, Charles Dixon, Frederick Trevor Galsworthy, Joseph 
Hume Hume- Rothery, Reginald Heath Long-Innes, George Rivers 
Lowndes, Belal Ahmed Mohamed Raoof, and Wasey Sterry, of Lincoln’s- 
inn ; and Frank Brisley, William Burton, George Frederick Howe, 
William Jones, Tranquebar Srinivasan, Joseph Watson, and Robert James 
Willis, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 


Decemper EXxAMInation, 1890 


On the subjects of the lectures of the professors of the Inns of Court, 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, December 22 and 23, 1890. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded the following prizes to 
the undermentioned students :— 

Roman Law, Jurisprudence, Constitutional Law and Legal History, and 
Public Inte actiongl Law. —Archer More *sby White, of the Middle Temple, 
a prize of £50; Arthur Sigfrid May, of Gray’ s-inn, a prize of £25; John 
Bruce Caldwell Stephen, of Gray’s-inn, a prize of £15 5; Frederick William 
Gilks, of the Inner Temple, a prize of £10. 

Equity.—Richard Denison Cumberland-Jones, of the Inner Temple, a, 
prize of £50; Ferrar Reginald Mostyn Cleaver, of the Middle Temple, a 
prive of £10. 

Common Law.—The result of the examination was as follows :—P. 
Padshah, A. H. Graham, C. B. Gedge, Anthony Maxwell, and Fate A 
Chand. Mr. A. H. Graham was disqualified from receiving the second 
prize by reason of not having given the notice required by the regula- 
tions ; the council therefore awarded as follows:—Pestanji Jamasji 
Padshah, of the Middle Temple, a prize of £50; Cecil Bertie Gedge, of 
the Inner Temple, a prize of £25; Anthony Maxwell, of the Middle 
Temple, a prize of £15; Fatch Chand, of the Middle ®emple, a prize 
of £10. 

The Law of Real and Personal Property. — Frederick William 
Washington Kingdon, of the Middle Temple, a — of £50; Edward 
Clarence Jackinan, of the Middle Temple, a prize of £25; Thomas Griffith 
Davies, of the Middle Temple, a prize of £15. 

The council have also awarded to the students who obtained the greatest 
aggregate number of — in the subjects of the lectures given by two 
of the professors—viz., 

Equity and Common Taw. —Thomas Probert Perks, of Gray's-inn, a 
prize of £70. 


Kquity and the Law of Real and Personal Property.—Kenneth Forbes 





Wood, of Lincoln’s-inn, a prize of £30, 
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CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen have been called to the bar :— 

Lrncoin’s-1nN.—Frank Campbell Gates, Balliol College, Oxford ; George 
Russell Northcote, M.A., Fellow of New College, Oxford ; Thomas Sutton 
Timmis, jun., Christ Church, Oxford; James Latimer Crawshay St. Clair, 
a Lieut-Colonel in her Majesty’s Army; Herbert John Mongan, LL.B., 
Cambridge ; William Stoney, B.A., Oxford; Kenneth Forbes Wood, B.A., 
Oxford ; George Chatfield King, B.A., Sydney, New South Wales, and 
B.A., Oxford; Albert Charles Clauson, St. John’s College, Oxford, a 
Tancred Law Student ; Roger Bernard Lawrence, B.A., London ; Frederick 
Beechey, Calcutta University; Gerald James Thorne Seckham, B.A., 
Cambridge; Henry Theodore Dempster Sweet, of the Madras Forest 
Department ; and Oruganti Sivarama Krishnamma, B.A., Madras. 

Inner Tempte.—Gerald Yeo, B.A., Oxford; Walter Leopold Buller, 
Cambridge ; Frank Mildred Birch; Charles Taylor, M.A., Oxford ; Alex- 
ander Dingwall Bateson, B.A., Oxford ; Benjamin William Campion, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Richard Denison Cumberland-Jones, B.A., Cambridge ; Wil- 
liam George Torr, B A., Oxford; Mark William Dixon, B.A., Oxford ; 
Stamford Hutton, B.A., Cambridge; Thomas Percy Draper, B.A., Cam- 
bridge ; Norris Tildasley Foster, B.A., Oxford; William Sharpe Stretton, 
LL.B., Cambridge; Pelham Rawstorn Papillon, B.C.L., M.A., Oxford ; 
George Walter Scott, B.A., Calcutta; Pepyat William Evans, M.A., 
B.C.L., Oxford; William Rennie, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Charles 
Meikle Nelson, B.A., Oxford. 


Mipptzt Tempie.—Ernest Frederick Abbott; Cottari Soorya Prakasha 
Rao Nayudu, B.A., Downing College, Cambridge; Percy Harland Atkin ; 
Andries Stockenstrom, B.A., Cambridge; Hubert Morgan Brown, LL.B., 
Cambridge; William Henry Adams; Arthur John Aloysius O’Connor ; 
Richard Whitbourn Turner, B.A., Trinity Hall, Cambridge; Louis George 
Gustave Rochery; James Aitken; Hubert Bayley Drysdale Woodcock 
(Middle Temple Common Law Scholar, 50 guineas); Kaikhosro Edalji 
Ghamat (Middle Temple Common Law Scholar, 20 guineas) ;; Raghunath 
Das Garge; Malwa Ram Mehta; Henry Cowper Gollan, M.A., Edin- 
burgh ; Peter Horace Martyr. 

Gray’s-rnn.—William Henry Cromie, University of London, first-class 
studentship (200 guineas) in Jurisprudence and Roman Law, Trinity, 1889, 
the Society’s Lee prize, 1890, Barstow Law Scholarship, 1890; James 
Richard Atkin, obtained the highest position at the examination for the 
Arden Scholarship held in Michaelmas Term, 1890, Demy of Magdalen 
College, Oxford; Owen Cook, her Majesty’s Civil Service, Gray’s-inn 
Holt Scholar, 1888 ; William Richard Vale, University of Melbourne ; and 
Thomas Probert Perks, LL.B., London Lecture prize of £70 (Hilary, 
1891) in equity and common law. 


The following scholarships have been awarded by the Treasurer and 
Masters of the Bench to students of the Middle Temple :—Real and 
Personal Property.—P. E. Baldwin, a first-class scholarship of fifty 
guineas; R. W. Turner, a second-class scholarship of twenty guineas. 
Common and Criminal Law.—E. J. R. Surrage, a first-class scholarship 
of fifty guineas; W. J. Brown, a second-class scholarship of twenty 
guineas. Equity.—H. W. H. Knott, a first-class scholarship of fifty 
guineas; F. R. M. Cleaver, a second-class scholarship of twenty guineas. 
International and Constitutional Law. — R. C. Maxwell, a first-class 
scholarship of fifty guineas; J. Morrison, a second-class scholarship of 
twenty guineas. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinec Socrrety.—January 20—Mr. Percy Marshall 
in the chair.—Mr. J. D. Crawford opened the debate, ‘‘That the law 
should be altered enabling a married woman to sue and be sued in all 
respects as if she were a feme sole."’ Mr. W. M. Woodhouse opened in 
the negative. The following gentlemen spoke during the evening :—In 
the affirmative, Messrs. W. Thorpe, H. E. Aston, W. E. Windsor, F. H. 
Jones ; in the negative, Mr. 'T. 8. Mawdesley. Mr. Crawford replied, and 
the chairman put the motion to the meeting, when the same was carried 
by a large majority. ‘There were a large number of members present. 


Liverroot Law Stvupents’ Assocratron.—January 26.—A debate was 
held on the following subject for discussion :—*‘ A., a director of a com- 
pany, intending to send a letter to a co-director, containing defamatory 
statements about B. in regard to the latter's conduct, by mistake sends it 
to C., a shareholder of the company. Is A. liable for an action for 
damages ?’’ (Thompson v. Dashwood, 11 Q. B. D. 43; Pollock on Torts, 
234). Mr. E. G. Finch opened in the affirmative, which was also sup- 
ported by Mr. Barnes. Mr. A. Forshaw opened in the negative, which 
was also supported by Messrs. Archer and Todd. The question was 
decided in the negative by a majority of fourteen. 


Newrort, Mon. (Stupents’ Section or tun Monmovrusume Law So- 
creTy).—January 21.—Mr, J. W. Lloyd in the chair,—After a very ani- 
mated discussion of the queries, a debate took place upon moot point No, 
14: ‘' B. applies to A. to allow him to use gratuitously a wooden shed 
belonging to A. for the purpose of potting plants, A. knows that the roof 
of the shed is in a dangerous condition ; B. does not know it. A, consents 
to B. using the shed, but omits, without fraud, to inform him of the 
danger. Whilst properly using it B, is killed by the roof falling upon 
him. Have B.’s personal representatives any cause of action against A. ?” 
The point was argued by Mossrs. G. I’, Colborne, BE, Harrison, B. Jacobs, 
W. P. Levick, A. M. Tapson, and Newton Wade. The chairman having 
summed up, 


nd on a vote being taken, the negative secured a majority 
of three. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF COURT. 


Tuesday, the 27th day of January, 1891. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, 


and Mr. Justice Romer ea is expedient that a portion of the 
causes assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 


Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich should, for the purpose only of hearing 
or of trial, be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer; Now I, the Right 
Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth 
in the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice 
Kekewich to Mr. Justice Romer, for the p only of hearing or of 
trial, and be marked in the cause books ly. And this order is to 
be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
Fourth City Mutual, &c, Building Soc v Wood Set down July 29, 1890 
1890 F 247 


Smith v Bowler 1890 8S 1,557 ss — 
Phillips v Jones 1888 P 1,017 ‘i — a 
Wigan v Hoppe 1890 W_ 1,152 a ae ae 
Lockyer v Powell 1890 L 930 e: Aue 35 
Davies ¥ Plain 1889 D 104 ” rT ll, ” 
Singleton v Mitchell 1890 S 706 i s) a 
Oppenheimer v Quinn 1889 O 1,773 ne By eke 
Redfarn v Prime Redfarnv Prime 1889 R 1,086 n = ee ciel 
Armstrong & Co, ld v Pitkin 1890 S 1,385 a | a as 
Re Price Re Edwards Re Price Price v Ponty- ae ie > dae 
pool Gas and Water Co 1889 P 2,125 
King v Harry 1890 K 310 e = aoe oe 
Charsley v Harris 1890 C 1,649 a Sept. 5, ,, 
Turner v Elliott 1890 T 884 is >. ae 


Hill v Bischofswerder 1890 H 308 ” = 
Crossley Bros v Andrews & Co,ld 1890 C 2,047 ja Oct. 24, ,, 


Andrews & Co, ld v Crossley Bros 1890 A _ 168 ne Nov. 13, ,, 
Colman v Colman 1890 C 1,905 = Oct. 2, ,, 
Jones v Beard 1890 J 514 = io a 
Hartley v Dearden 1889 H 4,471 in i a on 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Noxru. 
Sladen v Shemwell 1889 S 784 Set down May 15, 1890 


Garner v Coad 1889 G_ 1,888 ; a 
Russell v Sudeley 1887 R_ 1,617 + »o > we 
Beecham v Turton 1890 B 481 Si “gy 
Parrott v Burnett 1890 P 132 a —S = 
Kenrick v Danube Collieries, &c, Co 1890 K 226 * ee is 
Bullock v Jones 1889 B 4,459 ci June 3, ,, 
Grosvenor v White 1890 G_ 1,292 io >. 
Knowles v Scott 1889 K 921 is ~~ ae 
Barker v Furlong 1889 B 5,156 $9 » =, 
United Friendly Societies, &c, Soc v Hobbs 1889 ma “=. 
U 76 
Re Walker Walker v Walker 1890 W 496 io oa a 
Sykes v Wigfield 1889 S 2,562 ‘i a 
Woolner v Miskin 1890 W 796 “ a 
Re Grazebrook Coxwellv Paine 1889 G 1,249 . a ed 
Tarbutt v Holland 1890 T 732 im << 
Faulders Brewery Co, ld v Bownass 1890 F 56 “e — * 
New Land, &c, Co v Lewisham Board of Works ne = 
1890 N_ 133 
Re Giles Real and Personal Advance, &c, Co v - i 
tiles 1890 G Wl 
Re Walker Turley v Walker 1889 W_ 3,461 re July 4 
Hardwick v Morton 1889 H 4,309 1. es 
Zuecato vy Young 1890 Z 74 - » & 
Wilkinson v Griffith Bros & Co 1890 W 380 a ye | 
Moore v North-Western Bank, ld 1889 M 2,1 “ —  * 
Re Aspinall Hudson v Warburton Collinson v = =. a 
Hudson 1887 A_ 1,697 
Mackenzie v Noton 1890 M_ 1,054 = ~“— ' 
Cole vy Cole 1889 C 3,711 ee oe tee 
Llewellyn v Simpson 1889 TL 2,012 . » eee ee 
Mineral Residues Syndicate v Levant Mine Ad- i. 1. See 
venturers 1889 M_ 2,863 * 
Potter vy Glover 1890 P 499 a ee 3 


THIRD SCHEDULE, 
From Mr, Justices Strrauine, 
Armstrong v The Owray Gold Mining Co, ki 1889 Set down May I, 1890 
A 139 


Sebright v hee agg Ise S 4107 » » Boi» 
Gledhill vy Maude 1890 G 366 » » IB w 
Hunt v Parry Re Parry Re Pierce Hunt v » » i w 


Parry 1889 H 2,167 1889 P 278 
Crump v Minter i890 C 87 » » a w 












f Jet Sinners’ Co, London v Leadenhall Market Cold Storage Co 
}o__ Bullock v Jones 

— Pullin v Reffell 

i ' Grosvenor ¥ White 

} Tah Knowles v Scott 

pS Barker v F 


Ao 7 Re Mountain, Beckett y Mountain 
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Laing v Walker 1889 L 3,118 Set down May 21, 1890 ] Colchester Brewery Co, ld v Harwood 
Canning v Stone 1890 C 412 + is » yy | Simmons v Henderson 
Fuller v Duncan 1890 F 357 ‘i June 2, ,, | United Friendly Societies, &c, Society v Hobbs 
New Asbestos Co, ld v Duncan 1890 N 317 vis »» _2, 4, | Re Cooper, Greaves v Cooper 2 5 ~< Gy 
Hyde v New Asbestos Co, ld 1890 H 553 »  Aug.15, ,, | Pannell v Pitman 5 aS cae eee 


Masters, &c, of the Skinners Co, London v Leaden- 


a June 2, ,, 
hall Market Cold Storage Co,ld 1889 S 4,695 


The Colchester Brewery Co, ld v Harwood 1889 Pr 5. So & 
C 2,014 
Simmons v Henderson 1890 S_ 1,568 - ae ee 
Re Greaves v C r 1889 C 4,138 $5 Re 
v Pitman 1889 2,872 Pa aa ys 
Faulkner v Stevens 1890 F 688 nS ‘a ae sa 
Staffordshire Joint-Stock Bank, ld v Partridge rg va: We ae 
1890 S 1,147 
Re Owen Owenv Allman 1889 O 829 ‘a oe Se 
Whately v Rippon 1889 W 3,803 is pay ts 
Rippon v Brushfield 1890 R 341 bs iy 
v Hill 1889 B 4,219 Es oe a oe 
Ramsbotham v Fielden 1890 R 334 ae a 
Turney v Turney 1889 T 1,149 ya it os 
Pedder v Pedder 1890 P 827 * s 2S 
Stephenson v Ovington 1890 S 373 i a. = w 
Sonne vGibson 1888 D 1,225 ‘a ee 
Crossv Mein 1890 C 1,309 3 so: Ee 
Gavin v Hughes 1889 G 2,171 a a See ee 
v Hughes 1890 R 295 a jn S- s 
Steinwald v Van Raalte 1889 S 3,067 ; 2 * 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewrcu. 
Freeman vy Cheesman CheesmanyFreeman 1890 Set down April 29, 1890 


F 170 
Millen v Gatfield 1890 M 2,520 


- May 10, ,, 
Re Jose Fuente and Trade-Mark No. 67,419 Ex pe i, A. i 
parte Pinto adj sums 
Re The Same and Trade-Mark No. 65,648 Ex = a 
parte Pinto adj sums 
Re The Same and Trade-Mark No. 67,418 Ex sa os aa os 
Pinto adj sums 
Ricketts v Ricketts 1889 R 32 - — =_ 
Wyatt v Earl Cadogan 18909 W 324 a i. Se es 
Pullin v Reffell 1890 P 581 ‘ June 3, ,, 
Cronbach v Uranium Mines, 1d 1889 C 3,812 ‘ a. Mice 
Cronbach v Uranium Mines, 1d 1889 C 3,813 a + ‘a is 
Re Mountain Beckett v Mountain 1890 M 544 S eee ae 
Carter v Silber 1889 C 2,044 a ee 
Wertheimer v Cohen 1889 W 2,774 - ~~ 
Holtz v Couper 1890 H 448 a se eee 
Perceval v Burnett 1889 P 2,504 - = ee 
Dixon v Garnish 1888 D 1,016 * — eP 
Fleetwood Estate Co, 1d v Drummond & Sons = a. ee 
1889 F 1,554 
Bower v Tomkinson 1890 B 905 e — 
Steel vy Evans 1890 S 4,005 it ee ee 
Gardiner v Frith 1889 G 2,472 an a 


Haussvury, C. 





The order in which the transferred actions will be taken is as follows -— 
Freeman v 
Millen v Gatfield 
Re José Fuente Trade-Mark 67,419 
Re The Same Trade-Mark 65,648 
Re The Same Trade-Mark 67,418 
v Owray Gold, &c, Co 
Sens ! * 
Sladen v Shemwell 
Garner v Coad 
os v  morg . 
Parry, Hunt v Parry, &c 
a — 
v Minter 

ae Sudeley 
Beecham v Turton 
Parrott v Burnett 

v Walker 
= Fe poe Colls. &c Co 

yatt v Cadogan 

Canning v Stone 
Faller vy Duncan 
New Asbestos Co, ld, v Duncan 
Hyde v New Asbestos Co, ld 


arlong 
Cronbach v Uranium Mines, ld 
Cronbach v Uranium Mines, ld 


Carter v Silber 


Re Walker, Walker v Walker 

Sykes v Wigfield 

Woolner v Miskin 

Re Grazebrook, Coxwell v Paine 

Faulkner v Stevens 

ee v Cohen 

Holtz v Couper 

Tarbutt v Hollang__ "7 eo 

Perceval v Burne 

Faulders Brewery, &c v Bownass i 
Staffordshire Joint-Stock Bank v Partridge 13 Mew. 
New Land, &c. Co. v Lewisham Board of Works _—— ~—. 
Re Owen, Owen v Allman 

Dixon v Garnish r) lich. 
Fleetwood Estate Co, ld v Drummond & Sons //’“““" 
Bower v Tomkinson . 

Steel v Evans 

Re Giles, Real and Personal Advance, &c, Co v Giles 
Whateley v Rippon 

Rippon v Brushfield 

Binnington v Hill ~ 

Gardiner v Frith 

Re Walker, Turley v Walker ee 
Ramsbotham v Fielding ; 

Hardwick v Morton ——~ 

Zuccato v Young 

Wilkinson v Griffith Bros & Co 

Turney V TUrn€y-sunsennsunssunnsiinewatseincencs 

Peddar v Peddar 

Stephenson v Ovington 

Davies v Gibson 

Moore v North-Western Bank, 1d 

Re Aspinall, Hudson v Warburton 

Mackenzie vy Newton ” 

Cole v Cole 

Llewellyn v Simpson 

Cross v Mein 

Mineral Residues Syndicate, &c v Levant Mine Adventurers 
Potter v Glover 

Gavin v Hughes desapssnssanmonncneon 

Robertson v Hughes 

Steinwald v Van Raalte 

Fourth City, &c, Building Society v Wood 

Smith v Bowler 

Phillips v Jones 

Wigan v Hoppe 

Lockyer v Powell 

Davies v Plain 

Singleton v Mitchell 

Oppenheimer v Quinn 

Redfarn v Prime 

Armstrong & Co, ld v Pitkin 

Re Price, &c, Price v Pontypool Gas, &c, Co 

King v Harry 

Charley v Harris 

Turner v Elliott 

Hill v Bischofswerder 

Crossley Bros v Andrews & Co, ld 

Andrews & Co, ld v Crossley Bros 

Coleman v Coleman 

Jones v 

Hartley v Dearden 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. Sir Cuartes Parker Burr, Knt., has been ge Presi- 
dent of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division of the High Court 
of Justice. He is the third son of the late Rev. Phelips John Butt, and 
was born on the 24th of June, 1830. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn on the 17th of November, 1854. He practised at Constantinople. 
He was a member of Parliament for Southampton from 1880 till 1883. In 
the latter year he was — a judge of the Admiralty Division and 
received the honour of knighthood. He was a Royal Commissioner on 
Merchant Shipping in 1884. He married on the 23rd of December, 1878, 
Anna Georgina, daughter of Mr. C. Ferdinand Rodewald. 


Sir Canes Atynep Cookson, K.C.M.G., C.B., has been appointed 
Her Majesty’s Consul General for the City and Port of Alexandria. Sir 
Charles Cookson, who thus takes over a portion of the duties hitherto 
discharged by Sir Evelyn Baring, K.C.B., was called to the bar in 1867, 
and is a brother of Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, Q.C. 


Mr. J. Braviey Dyne, barrister, has been angtetet Conveyancin 
Counsel to the War Office, in succession to Mr. F. Ramadge, sosiguett 
Mr. Dyne was called to the bar in 1866. 


Mr. Auruvu Berruam has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
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Society of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr. James 
Shiel, whose term of office will expire on April 6, 1891. 


Mr. Joun Hart, LL.B., solicitor, of No. 22, Great Winchestercstrest, 


London, E.C., has been appointed Solicitor to Reuter’s Telegram Co. 
(Limited). 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoL.vutTion. 


Epwarp Mountrorp Cotemay, Artuur CoLeMan, Joun Tuomas Sprrne- 
THORPE, and Water Ho.crorr (Coleman & Co.), solicitors, of Birming- 
ham and Redditch. Dec. 31. So far as the said Edward Mountford Cole- 
man is concerned. (Gazette, Jan. 27. 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Thomas Cousins, for twenty years magistrates’ clerk at Portsmouth 
says the St. James’s Gazette, has resigned his appointment on the ground 
that he needs rest. The salary is £1,050, out of which £400 has to be paid 
for clerks. During the time Mr. Cousins has held the appointment no 
decision of the magistrates has been reversed or interfered with on appeal. 


At the recent meeting of the London County Council, the General 
Purposes Committee presented a report with to the steps which 
should be taken with a view to the appointment of a successor to Mr. 
Ward in the office of solicitor of the council. The committee recom- 
mended that the office of solicitor to the council be filled up, and that the 
salary attached to the office be £1,500 per annum; and that an advertise- 
ment, inviting applications for the office, be. inserted in the Times, 
Soxictrors’ JourNAL, and Law Times, and that a copy of the advertisement 
be sent to the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society. Consideration 
of the report was postponed until the next meeting. 


On the motion for the second reading of the Solicitors (Magistracy) Bill, 
on the 23rd inst., Mr. Craig asked for an explanation of its provisions. The 
hon. member was speaking at 12 o’clock, when, by the rules of the House, 
the debate stood adjourned. On the resumption of the adjourned debate 
Dr. Tanner objected to the Bill being taken at so late an hour. He 
believed that the principle of the Bill was wrong. Mr. Maclure explained 
that under the provisions of the Bill no solicitor could practise before the 
bench of which he was a member. Mr. Craig objected to the Bill. The 
hon. member was speaking at 12 o’ciock, when, by the rules of the House, 
the debate again stood adjourned. 


The following are the arrangements made by the judges (Mr. Justice 
Day and Mr. Justice Lawrance) for holding the ensuing assizes on the 
Northern Circuit, viz. :—The commissions will be o Roenary at aoe on 
Monday, February 9; at Carlisle on Wednesday, 1; at Lan- 
caster on Tuesday, February 17 ; at Manchester on tea wf haan 23 ; 
and at Liverpool on Saturday, March 7. Business will commence at each 
place on the day next after the commission day at 11 o’clock, unless 
otherwise ordered. Civil business will not be taken at Carlisle before 
Friday, February 13, or at Lancaster before Thursday, February 19. The 
trial of special jury cases will commence at Manchester on Thursday, 
February 26, and at Liverpool on Wednesday, March 11, at the sitting of 
the court, unless otherwise ordered. When a cause in the list has been 
settled, immediate notice thereof must be given to the associate by the 
party who entered it. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
_— No. 2. Curry. Norrn. 
Monday, sunemy.. cee 2 Me. Clowes Mr. i . Farmer 
Tuesday 3 Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Wednesday . 4 Clowes Jarri Farmer 
Thursday .5 Jackson Lavie Rolt 
iday 6 Clowes > Farmer 
7 Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriauixe. Kexkewicn. Romer. 
«2 Tie ow a Mr. 4 Mr. Leach 
8 Godfrey 
4 Pemberton Beal Leach 
.5 Ward Godfrey 
.6 Pemberton Leach 
7 Ward Pugh Godfrey 





BIRTIIS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Anmitacr.—dJan. 20, at 82, Brooke-road, Stoke Newington, the wife of Frederick Armi- 
tage, solicitor, of a son. 

Bartoy.—Jan. 16, at Bargate, Grimsby, the wife of Charles 8. Barton, solicitor, of 
Grimsby, of a daughter. 

Goprrey.—Jan. 20, at Parkview, St. Margaret's, the wife of J. R. R. Godfrey, barrister- 
at-law, of a daughter 

How oe. = at 12, Palatine-square, Burnley, the wife of H, J. Ernest Holmes, 
solicitor, of a sc 

Si son oo. 26, at 10, Woburn-square, W.C., the wife of John Bamford Slack, solicitor, 
of a daughter. 

Sroume.—Jan, 21, at Donbank, Aberdeen, N.B., the wife of A. J. W. Storie, solicitor 
Supreme Courts of Scotland, of a daughter. 

saree. ee. 25, at Waltair, Madras Predcney, the wife of John G. Smith, barrister-at- 

w, of a son, 


p.Walioa, 6, eolidton, of Lodge, Campden-hill, W., the wife of John Lawson 
, of a son. 
Younc.—Jan. 25, at 22, Princess-road, Finsbury-park, the wife of Howard Young, LL.B., 
a son. 
MARRIAGES. 


bil Nichol 
Bowman a fam. St, at West Bergholt, meer Oataeme, , Anthony axe 


oper, fe 96, ot Catoet, Lerthe ine Themes Foster, the 


Moul! 
Pariiies—Hersurx.—Jan. 15, at the parish church, ee ips, of 
10, Sent ee and 17, solicitor, 
Wuirensap—Incren.—Jan. 24, 4 at the Church of St. Andrew's, “Benjamin 
Whitehead, B.A., barrister-at-law, to Annette Constance, daughter of Mr. Robert 
of 95, Chancery-lane. 
DEATHS. 
ay yt ext Croydon, Francis Adams, solicitor, late of Col- 


Bayxs.—Jan. 19, at Henry Fearon Banks age Wigton, and 3, Essex- 


Co.e.—Jan. 1 nt 12, Sevingtou-atreet, W., Richard Henry Cole, of the Inner Temple , 
barrister-at-law, aged 

Gatiirr.—Jan. 15, at 13, Charles Gatliff, late of 8, Finsbury- 
circus, solicitor, aged 80. = 3 a 

Jouxsox.—Jan. 23, at Thorn Bank, Marple, Cheshire, Francis Williams Johnson, solicitor, 


59. 
dtseot tin, 22, at Edenhurst, Prince’s-park, Liverpool, Palgrave Simpson, aged 75. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Faipay, Jan. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. * 
Liurrep 1x CHANCERY. 
Bourxemoutn Mops. Launpry Co, ee oy are ge on or before Jan 30, 
to send in names and 


lars of their debts, claims, or 
demands, to Edward yard Bicker Richmond ie, 
Butuer anp Basset Tix ano xn Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding presented Jan 
21, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Jan 31. & Co, 
lane, solors for petner 
Cora Cuocotate Co, Liaarrep—Petn for bag up, sogeted, Jan 16, directed to be 
heard before North, J, on Saturday, Jan qe pe 
Crise’s Parent showy pom he for winding up, presented Jan 22, directed 
to be before Chitty, at the Repel Courta, on Saterday, Jan 31. Tarrant & 
Mackrell, Walbrook, solors for 
required, on or before A~ ril 30, to 


Frverscreex Gotp Mixixe Co, p—Creditors are 
send their names ad the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr John 


and 
ee ew Om, SaaS Kerly & Co, Gt Wincheste? st, solors for 


Generar Service Co-operative Stores, Luarep—Petn for winding up, Jan 
20, directed to be heard before Kekewich, J, on Jan 31. Clement & Cond Mall, solors 


for petner 
iaaoes oe AND Coven Waces Sreamsnip A Loorrep—By an order of North, J, dated Dec 
=o ordered that the company be wound up. Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 
lors for 


Norra-Westerx axp Miptaxp District Auxiuiary Rartways Co, ona an order 
ordered the be wound up. 


- Frederick ‘Whiner, 8, Sol Jewry 
Woop & Ivery a tors are 28, to send their names 
and $, and the oe to Mr 
Fisher, 4, Waterloo st, 
Cousty co. or LANCASTER. 
Lourep in CHANCERY. 
County Gewxerat Crepit Discount axnp Investuent Co, Lourep—The Vice-Chancellor 
0. eee the Registrar, 10, Winckley st, Preston, for 
the appointment of an official liq 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


5 ae Murvat Beserir Socrery, Officers’ Reading Room, Chatham Prison, 

ent. 9 

No 1 Tarmrry Haut or ‘= Orper or Catruourc Baerarex, Blackburn Unity, 
Lancaster. Dec 18 


Black 
Sick Fup or Tax Unrrep Ogpgr or Torat Asstivent Sons or Tae Puoxix Fauxpty 
Socrery, Phoenix Hall, 85, Commercial rd, E. Jan 21 
London Gasette.—Tvurspay, Jan. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
Lourep m CHaxcerrr. 
Awpover ano Weyutit Horses Co, Liurren—Creditors are vit ge ge I on or before March 
to send their and addresses, and the 


Th Abercrombie Welton, 5, Moorgate st + nd 

omas 5, 

Assocratioy or Prorsrty Owners, Linrrep » J, has fixed Thursday, Feb 5, at 11, 
his chambers, for the an 

urrep—Kekewich, J, has fixed Friday, Feb 6, at 12, at his 

B U — Go, — Petn for winding — 

nrTisn ULTRAMARINE NUPACTURING —_ 

24, directed to be heard before the Gourt on Feb f. Allen & Edwards, Old Jewry 


for petners 
Fiona Laxo axnp Morreaer oo Oe ks Luutrseo—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 22, 
directed to be heard before the Court on Feb 7. Grenside, Great George st, solor for 


a tng = map ne 
Spencer a 

S & M om Wan tees ne presented Jan sheet me 
"before een Tape Mise Ch, Ban ce Mark lane colors for for company 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

iawen Royat Mixers’ Arws Farexpty Society, Marquis Inn, Amlweh, Anglesea. 
an 


at 
Braap Svurriy Association, 
the 


Fortis Exriosive Assectatios, ny AR on ae 
send their names ont 





Iuxxston Unrrev Berrvotext Fewace Farexpiy Socrery, Unitarian Sohoolroom, 
Ilkeston, Derby. Jan 24 ; 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 


Londen Gazette —Fripay, Jan. 16. 
em am, Brompton rd, Knightsbridge, Furnishing Ironmonger. March 15. 


New inn 
Arkryson, Henry, Bristol, Fish Salesman. March 25. 


Ayres, Joun, Sawtry, Hunts, Farmer. Feb 14. 
Barser, Epwiy, New Tame, Delph, Yorks, Wool Mixer. 
Besnett, Henry, Shepperton, Florist. Feb 21. 


Clifton & Co, Bristol 
Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 

Feb 12. Turner, Holmfirth 
Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 


ams, Salter’s 


inn fields 





cery lane 
Lrystreap, James, Boufield rd, Lewisham, Commission Agent. 
Debenh: Hall c 


May, Mania, Newton St Loe, Somerset. 
McCartruy, Danret WILLIAMSON, Leeds, Oil Merchant. 
ham, Leed 


* is 
MELLOoR, see Danyiet, Albion st, Hyde Park, Esq. Feb 28. 
Movustars, Henry, Boston, Yeoman. Feb 14. 


Hooxe, 2 Grace, Upper Park rd, Haverstock hill. Feb 28. Street & Co, Lincoln's 


Hupson, Saran, Loughborough. Feb 21. Deane & Hands, Loughborough . 
Kina, Mary, Southsea. Feb 13. Hyde, Portsmouth 
Lewis, Wesaae Rurvs, Pontygof, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer. Feb 21. 


Philpots, Chan- 
Feb 28. Thompson & 


Feb 1. Bartlett, Bath 
April 1. ._ Simpsons & Den- 
Busk & Co, Lincoln’s 


Millington & Simpson, Boston 


Birp, Jonn, Conyer Teynham, Kent, Shipbuilder. Feb 14. Johnson, Faversham rm 
* Neat, Witu1Am, Norfolk mews, Paddington, Coachman.’ Fi b 24. Ni sh & Co, Queen st 

Buianp, Henry Rosert, Somerset rd, Tottenham, Gent. Feb 28. Gush & Co, Finsbury ’ Cheapside ” 2 P 

circus . NieutTmncaLe, Wiiu1aM Bears Kingston Hull, Wholesale Grocer. April 30. 
Branritt, Cuampion Epwarp, Martyns Upminster, Essex. Feb 14. Hughes & Co, New | Middlemiss & Pearce, pet Bh a Hu tt — Ts P 

B 4 : Pickarp, Joseru, Burton upon Trent, Shopkeeper. Feb14. J. & W. J. Drewry, Burton 
Brows, Exizasetu Busy, St George’s, Norwich. Feb 21. Emerson, Norwich upon 
Brown, Tuomas, Hyde pk terr, Merchant. Feb 16. Simpson & Co, Moorgate st Prick, Henry, Birmingham, Secretary of the Blue Coat Charity School. Feb 30. 


Cuapury, Witi1am Henry, Canonbury sq, Gent. April 14. 
Cuaeers, Martna, Ducie st, Liverpool, Widow. Feb 23. 


a Water Jous, Holybourne, Southampton, formerly Brewer. 


mn 

CrowTuer, Jonas, Huddersfield, Porter. March 1. 

Farmitor, Lewis, Parkhurst rd, Holloway, Gent. 
man st 


Fixpiay, Carouine Garpiver, Montpelier rd, Brighton. 
Fenchurch bldgs 
Foven, Exizasetn, Oddington, Glos. Feb 28. 
Feb 14. 


Fonnereav, Tuomas NEALE, Ipswich, Esq. 
Gaz, Henry, Cuddesden, Oxon, Farmer. March 21. 


Greaves, Jouy, Culcheth Hall, Teddington. March 1. 
Strand 

Green, Wituiam, St Lawrence on Sea, Kent, Gent. 
Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 

HEARFIELD, Mary, ‘Otley, Yorks. Feb 1. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 23. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Appisox, Wituiam, Abbey st, Bermondsey, late Leather 
ee High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord 
an 
Asgravr, Wi1114M Eyre, East st bldgs, Baker st, late Com- 
— ion Merchant High Court Pet Dee 12 Ord 
an 20 
Besinerietp, Artuur, Cheapside, Commission Agent 
High Co Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Bouttoy, Gzorce Warren, Coleman + Forwarding Agent 
Pet Jan8 Ord Jan & 
Brear.ey, Rosert, Birmingham, ted Draper Birming- 
ham Pet Jan21 Ord Jan 21 
Bupp, Atrrep Wiiiam, Arford Headley, Southampton, 
Baker Guildford and Godalming Pet Jan 8 Ord 
Jan 20 
Butver, James Tuomas, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
Butter, Cuartes Georce, Yarmouth, I W, Refreshment 


ona keeper Newport and Ryde Pet Jan 20 Ord | 

an 

Cuapman, James, Conduit st, Commercial Clerk High Court 
Pet Oct ¢ Jan 20 


Crarxson, Henry Forster, Ikley, Yorks, Painter Leeds 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Crear, Morris, rey see Isle of Ely, Grocer Cambridge 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 


Crose, Wituiam Acar Epwarp, Landport, Herbalist 
Portsmou 


ith Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 

Crimes, Samvet, Walsall, Chain Manufacturer Walsall | 
Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Dawson, W11114mM, Roa Island, Barrow in Furness, Railway 
Cont r Barrow in Furnéss Pet Jan 19 Ord 
Jan 19 

a Cou, — Wool Knitter Portsmouth 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 

Earue, Freperick chanet Catford, Kent, Clerk to a 
Tea Merchant Greenwich Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Frercuer, Tuomas Marys, Monkwearmouth, ee, 
Pain‘ Sunderland Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 1 

Gate, Wituiam Briacpoy, Exeter, Cork Cutter. 
Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Gopparp, Wirtiam Bexsamix, Brighton, Cycle Agent 
Brighton Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

GRADWELL, phere Clon Avon, Barrow in Furness, 
Railway Contractor Barrow in Furness Pet Jan 19 
Ord Jan 19 

Harxes, Artuvr, Cirencester, Baker Swindon Pet Jan 19 
Ord Jan 19 


Exeter 


Hersert, Georcr, Eaton, Bucks, China Dealer Windsor 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Hoorox, Witxiam, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
Plumber Manchester Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Hvenes, Joux, New North rd, Islington, House Decorator 

Court Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Seam Tuomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

Kent, James, Southsea, Milk Purveyor Portsmouth Pet | 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 


Lawsox, Janxs, Long Benton, Northumberland, Labourer 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 


Wilmshurst, Huddersfield 


Francis & Son, Stow on the Wold 
Pollard, Ipswich 
Birch, Thame | 


Faweett & Co, Otley 


Hickman, Birmin 


Scott, Coleman st 


Feb 2. Downie, 


Feb 28. 
Windsor 


Fishers & Reece, Essex st, 


| SHEPHERD, Epwarp, Bedale, 
Smetruurst, Witt1AM, Woolford, nr Bury, Dyer. Feb 21. 
Feb 28. Rundle & Hobrow, Cole- Sreere, Ler, Jayes, Wootton, Surrey, Esq. Feb13. Rushton, New inn 
Watton, Artuur Wii.1am, Huddersfield, Draper. March 1. 

Rivington & Son, | Wearnerueap, Samvet, Bingley, Yorks, Solicitor. 
| Wess, Jonny, Clewer, Berks, 


Reeve, Any, Brampton, Hunts, Widow. Feb 14. 


| Sawyer, Jonn James, nen rd, Regent’s pk, Gent. 
ord row and Ealin 


RANDALL, CHARLES, 4? on the Naze, Essex, Grocer. March 1. Chittock & Woods, 
Eskrigge, Liverpool | Norwich 
Cioae, Stepnen, East Looe, Cornwall, Surgeon. Feb 20. Coad & Son, Liskeard and Ply- 


Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 
Feb 23. Wright &. Pilley, 


Yorks, Gent. Feb 20. King, King st, E.C 


Woopnovuse, Mary Any, Penge, Surrey. 


Wallis, Bury 


Wilmshurst, Huddersfield 
Feb 9. Weatherhead & Son, Bingley 
Pensioner from the Royal Dairy. Feb 18. Long & Co, 


Feb 14. Farmer, Anerley 


WARNING TO INTENDING HousE Pu RCHASERS & LesseEs.—Before purchasing or renting 


March 14. Walker & Co, | a house have the Sanita: 


y arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 


Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, opposite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 


McGixy, Dax, Liverpool, Cart Owner Liverpook Pet 
Jan 3 Ord Jan19 

Measures, CHartes Win.iam, Watford, Herts, Baker 
St Albans Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Mipptetoy, Wit1iAM, Torrington sqr, Commission Agent 
High C ourt Pet DeeS Ord Jan 21 

MILLs, “JAMES, Hitchin, = Veterinary Surgeon Luton 
Pet Jan2i Ord Jan2 


Murpny, ALrrep, pe og Oilman Portsmouth Pet Jan | 


19 Ord Jan 19 


Parr, Ricuarp, Norton, nr Malton, Yorks, Horse Dealer 


Scarborough Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 19 
Peretr, George Epwarp, Lyminge, Kent, Grocer Can- 
terbury Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 
Porter, Henry, Horsham, Sussex, Carpenter 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
Prior, RicuarpCorye.ius, Bideford, Builder Barnstaple 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 21 
Pucu, James, Northampton, Solicitor Northampton Pet | 
Dee 22 Ord Jan 19 
Rers, Daviv, and Saran Any Rees, Abercarn, Mon, | 
Grocers Newport, Mon -Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Roserts, Hanxp:t, Dewsbury, 
| Dewsbury Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 
Rosixson, Witt1aM, Southsea, Toy Importer Portsmouth 
Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 17 
ScuaLLenn, Heyry, Stockwell Park rd, Engineer High 
Court ‘Pet Nové Ord Jan 19 
Scuorietp, Artruur, Manchester, Architect Manchester 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 
Sperrine, Heenert, res ae Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 19 
| SoS Georce, Stretford Salford Pet Jan 5 Ord 
an 19 
Tuomas, Atrrep Henry, Adelaide rd, South Hampstead, 
School Proprietor High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord 
Jan 20 
Tuomrsox, Tuomas James, Bury St Edmunds, Coach- 
builder Bury St Edmunds Pet Jan19 Ord ‘Jan 19 
Turnex, Joun Henry, Rotherham, Corn Miller Sheffield | 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 


Vince, Jouy Esenezer, East Dereham, Norfolk, maa 


Merchant Norwich Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 20 
Watsn, James Martix, Horwich, nr Bolton, Tailor 
Bolton Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 20 


Wuirer, Grorce Tuomas, Ripe, Sussex, eal Lewes and | 


Eastbourne Pet Jan21 Ord Jan 2 
Wuittock, James, and CHaRLEs | k, West Harn- 
— Wi ilts, C ‘owkeepers Salisbury Pet Jan 19 Ord 
an 19 
Witp, Tuomas Sueprerson, Ki 
Dealer Leicester Pet Jan 21 Jan 21 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Jan. 16, 


| Law, Sutxa, Southport, Spinster Liverpool Pet Jan 2 | 
nil 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan. 20. 


Catvert, Joux Farrar Burtrers, Kin m upon Hull, 
formerly Brewer Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 16 


Ord Jan 16 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Loxoworth, Josern, om, nr Bolton, Engineer Bolton Assort, Bensamrx, Bradford, Hosier Jan 30 at 11 Off 


Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 1 
Mappy, Joun, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer North- 
Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 


Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Braue, "Joux Tru scorr, Truro, Cornwall, Coachbuilder 


Jan 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


Marruews Win Hexry, Towcester, Northampton- | Carvert, Jonny Farrar Burrers, Kingston upon Hull, 
shire, Blacksmith tr é 


Northampton Pet Jan 20 Ord 


Jan 20 





formerly Brewer Jan 30 at 11 Off Ree, Trinity 


House lane, Hull 


Brighton | 


Journeyman Currier | 


orth, Leics, Cattle | 


| 
| 





minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ ApvrT.] 


beep sone A, Bedford, Shoe Manufacturer Jan 30 at 
} 11 Off Rec, ia, St Paul’s sq. Bedford 
CLEAR, Mons, ‘Littleport, I of Ely, Grocer Feb 2at12 Off 
5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Davies, Dy FRIG, Wrexham, Joiner Feb 10 at 11.45 Priory, 
Wrexham 
Davies, James, Prendergast, Haverfordwest, Licensed 
—e Jan 31 at 11 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmar- 
then 
Davies, Tomas, Llangwm, nr Usk, Mon, Farmer 
Feb 2 at 12.30 Off Ree, Council chmbrs, Corn st, New- 
port, Mon 
| Davis, Henry, Jewin st, Aldersgate st, Manufacturing 
Furrier Feb 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
D’Hoocue, Hexnry Aporenus, Hunmanby, Yorks, 
Auctioneer Jan 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 71, Newborough 
st, Scarboroug! 
| Fae YBERG, JAMES, Chester square, Eaton square, Auctioneer 
Feb 4 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
| Gate, Witu1Am Biaapoy, Exeter, Cork Cutter Jan 31 at 
10 Off Rec, 13, Bedfo ord circus, Exeter 
GARRETT, ArtHU R Henry, Winshill, Staffs, late Beerhouse 
Keeper Jan 31 at12 Midland "Hotel, Station st, Bur- 
ton on Trent 
| Gurcson, Epwarp, Manningham, Bradford, Paper Mer- 
chant Feb 2 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford. 
| Greer, Herserr WIvitam, ’Blunham, Be ds, retired 
Farmer Jan 30 at 10.33 Off Rec, St Paul’s square, 
Bedford 
Haines, Arruur, Cirencester, Baker Jan 30 at 11 Off 
Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 
| Jacoss, Puiu, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Clothier Jan 30 
at 3 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue, B.C. 
Lamp, Sutina, Southport, Spinster Feb 5 at 3 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 
Loyewortn, Josern, Egerton, nr Bolton, Engineer Jan 
30 at 11 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Lycetrt, Ernest Forrest, East Greenwich, Crucible 
Manufacturer Feb 4 at 11.30 21, Railway app, London 
Bridge 
Pearce, James, Jeweller, Kingston upon Hull Jan 30 at 
.30 Off Rec, 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Roverr 8, HanpeEL, Dewsbury, Journeyman Currier Jan 30 
at 4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
| Roperts, REBEKAH Lone, Falmouth, ¢ ‘abinet Maker Jan 
30 at 12.30 Off Ree, wen st, Truro 
| Rosser, WILiiam, Heywood, Tenby, Nurseryman Jan 31 
at2 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Ruxton, GeorGe "Herperr, Manchester, Boot Dealer Jan 
30 at 2.30 Off Ree, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 
Srorer, Davip, Wharf rd, Millwall, Poplar, Paint Manu- 
pees Feb 2 at 12 Bankryptey bldgs, Lincoln’s 


Sveum, Frank, Rekhaoten, Yorks, Waste Dealer Jan 
30 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

TempLe, CHARLES at FRED, Manchester, Fancy Draper 
Jan 30at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 

Wax.sn, James Martin, Horwich, Lancs, Tailor Feb 2 at 3 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

Wuirtock,J ames, and Cuartes WuitLock, West Harnham, 
Wilts, Cowkeepers Feb 4 at3 Off Rec, Salisbury 


WIi.iiass, Aynyiz, Pontypool, Mon, Boot Maker Feb 2 at 
12 Off Rec, Council Timb 

Wii Ams, Epw ARD, og 
Crypt chmbrs, Cheste 

WoopuEap, Freverics, Wateestnn, Yorks, Draughtsman 
Feb 5 at 1 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas at, Burnley 


— Corn st, Newport, Mon 
‘lint, Surgeon Jan 30 at 12 
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- ANDREWS, Hex, Reading, 
Ord Jan 


fan. 31). I8oh. 
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8 
mans, G@zorcE, Horninglow, Burton on Trent, Licensed 
Yrowjctualler Jan 31 at 12.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Appisox, Witu1am, Abbey st, Bermondsey, late Leather 
Bag Manufacturer igh’ Court Pet Jan 20 Ord 


Yanvuey, H E, Charles st, St James’s Feb 4 at 11 33, 
st, Lincoln’ 


Burton on 


Jan 20 

LEN. — Bett, 8t Swithin’s oe, ements Agent 
Autiigh Court Pet Oct1é Ord Jan 21 
Artist Reading Pet Jan 10 


BansinoTo%y ile Bristol, Confectioner Bristol Pet 
Jan 14 OrdJan 20 

Brooks, Reusen, late Gower st, Picture Dealer High 
Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Jan 20 

Burier, Coarces Georce, Yarmouth, I. W., Refreshment 
Room Keeper Newport and Ryde Pet Jan 20 Ord 
Jan 20 

CaLveRT, Joun Farrar Burrers, Kin m upon Hull, 
formerly ‘ Brewer Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 16 
Ord Jan 19 

CiarKson, Henry Grocras, Ilkley, Yorks, Painter Leeds 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 

CLE ne —— Litteport, ‘isle of Ely, Grocer Cambridge 
Pet 19 Ord Jan 1 

CLOSE, . oe ALGAR eee ARD, heaton, Herbalist 
Portsmouth Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 

Crimes, Samve., Walsall, Chain ; te Walsall 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 20 

Davies, Toomas, Llangwm, nr Usk, es Farmer New- 
port, Mon Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 21 

Dews, Joun Henry, Huddersfield, se Merchant Hud- 
dersfield Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 2 

DoxaLpson, CoLix, Landport, Wood Knitter Portsmouth 
Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 21 

Fiercuer, Arcuipatp, Reading, Cycle Agent Reading 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan 14 

Gate, Wituiam Buiacpoy, Exeter, Cork Cutter Exeter 
Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 17 

Gee, Cuaries, Leicester, Publican Leicester Pet Jan 8 
Ord Jan 19 

Gopparp, Wittiam Bensamiyx, Brighton, Cycle Agent 
Brighton Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Haves, Arruvur, Cirencester, Baker Swindon Pet Jan 19 
Ord Jan 19 

Hersert, Georce, Eton, Bucks, China Dealer Windsor 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Hirst, Epwiy, and Matruew Hirst, Sunderland, Builders 
Sunderland Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 19 

Hvcues, Joux, New North rd, Islington, House Decorator 
High Court Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Joxes, . Carneyine, Lianrwst, Denbighshire, Farmer 
a and Blaenau Festiniog eet Jan 8 Ord 
an 21 

Kent, James, Southsea, Milk Purveyor Portsmouth Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Lams, sry Southport, Spinster Liverpool Pet Jan 2 
Pet Jan 20 

LanGeBear, Rosert, Birmingham, Wholesale Cabinet 
Brassfounder Birmingham Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 21 

Lawson, James, Newcastle upon EB Sam ee New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 1 

Loneworth, Josernu, Egerton, nr Bolton, Bolton 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 21 

Lycert, Erxest Forrest, East Greenwich, Crucible Manu- 
facturer Greenwich Pet Nov 21 Ord Jan 16 

Marruews, Wittiam Hewyry, Towcester, Northampton- 
—_ Blacksmith Northampton Pet Jan 20 Ord 
an 20 

Mitts, James, Hitchin, Herts, Veterinary Surgeon Luton 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

Mirams, Epwarp, New inn, ‘pane Solicitor High Court 
Pet July 24 Ord Jan 2 

Movutps, Samvet, Blaby, Al Shoehand Leicester Pet 
Jan12 Ord Jan 19 

Murrett, W C, Dockhead, Bermondsey, Coal Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 21 

Murreny, Avrrep, Portsea, Oilman Portsmouth Pet Jan 
19 ord Jan 19 

Pace, Aurrep Frayx, King William st, Ham Dealer 
High Court Pet Dec 19 ‘Ord Jan 21 

Paxrkixson, Jonny, Ricnarp Jury, and Cuartes Hotto- 
WAY Watsnam, Weightman rd, Harringay Park, 
Builders Hi h Court et Dec9 Ord Jan 20 

Peetrr, Grorce Epwarp, Lyminge, Kent, Grocer Can- 

terbu: Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 29 

Porrer, _ Raney Horsham, Sussex, Carpenter Brighton 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Pucu, James, Northampton, Solicitor Northampton Pet 
Dee 22 Ord Jan 19 

Rees, Davip, and Saran Ann Rees, Abercarn, Mon, 
Grocers Newport, Mon Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

Ricuarpson, Witviam, Mitre crt, Temple High Court 
Pet Dee 2 Ord Jan 21 

Rosertrs, Haxpe., Dewsbury, Journeyman Currier Dews- 
bury Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 21 

Rosinson, WILLIAM, ea. Toy Importer Portsmouth 
Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 1 

ScuoriELp, ARTHUR, Tceshechen Architect Manchester 
Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Srerrine, Hersert, Manchester, General Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 21 

Sykes, Franx, LEarlsheaton, Yorks, Waste Dealer 
Dewsbury Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 21 

Taytor, Gzorcr, Stretford, nr Manchester Salford Pet 
Jan5 Ord Jan 21 

Tompson, Tuomas James, Bury St Edmunds, Coachbuilder 
Bury St Edmunds Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Turner, Joun Henry, Rotherham, Corn Miller Sheffield 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Watsu, James Martiy, Horwich, nr Bolton, Tailor Bol- 
ton Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 21 

Weaver, Grorce, Bellaggio, nr yg Grinstead, Builder 
Croydon Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan 2 


Witp, Taomas SuHEprersoy, Keyworth, ain, Cattle 
er Leicester Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 
oa Awniz, Pontypool, _— Boot Maker Newport 


on Pet Jan16 Ord Jan2 





The telipying eneneet sctiee & emmy ead that pub- 


in the London Gazette, Oct 
Davart, Wiiu1aAm Atrrep, St Leonard’s on Sea, Beer- 
house Keeper Hastings Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 22 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING —_ AND 
DISMISSING PETITION 
Piatt, W A Comyy, Duke st, Manchester 
tion igh Court Pet Oct 11 Rec 
of Rec Ord and Dis of Pet Jan 21, 


, of no occupa- 
Jan 10 Rese 


London Gazette—Tusrspay, Jan. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Asawortu, Tuomas, Bradford, Lead Trap Maker Bradford 
Pet Jan 23 Jan 23 


>» 

Beaumont, Henry, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Wheelwright 
Bradford Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

Broventoy, Harry, Colne, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer 
Burnley Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Bury, Rosert Josern, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer New- 
castle on Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

CuapmMan, Wituiam Hewry, eens, Glos, Farmer 
Bristol Pet Jan 22 Ord J 

DueGax, Witttam, Preston, a Ashton under 
Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Evaxs, Samve., Bangor, Corn Merchant Bangor Pet Jan 

“Ord Jan 23 

Freeman, F GG, The Pavement, Mill lane, West Hamp- 
stead, Builder High Court PetSept 26 Ord Jan 2 

Gantry, P, Remy eae Merchant High Court Pet Jan 
13 an 23 

Gerrisn, Ann, and Saver Gerarisn, Bitton, Glos, Farmers 

Rt Ord Jan $8 St M 

Gitgert, Epwarp 1LEs, Fernholme, argare 

Gerke ,in Holy Orders ° Cambridge “Pet Dec 31 Ord 


Pm... ‘ttiieee WATERHOUSE, aes, Lead Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 

Harsorp, Wit.iam, Great th aba * ae Buyer Great 
Yarmouth Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 2 

Harpwe.t, Samvet Moss, Kingekerswell, Devon, Iron- 
monger Exeter Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 2t 

Tieiwer, Jacos, Devonshire sq, Leather Merchant High 
Court Pet Aug 23 Ord Jan 23 

HESELTINE, "Rote EeNry, Upper Norwood, pag Com- 
m Traveller Croydon Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

etc - | ae = 9a Stockbroker Liverpool Pet 


Irwty, Joux, South Bank, Yorks, Plumber Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Jackson, GreorGe, Bracebridge, Lincs, Nurseryman Lin- 
coln Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Jerrries, Wiuiam, P Surrey, Provision Dealer 
Croydon Pet Jan 19 Jan 22 

Jenkins, Feepericx, Pon’ , Glam, Butcher Ponty- 
pridd Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 2: 

Jones, Rosert Henry, Southess nr Wrexham, Labourer 
Wrexham Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

Lawrence, Tuomas, Nottingham, Hairdresser Notting- 
ham Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 

Lawson, James, Otley, ae Journeyman Currier Leeds 
Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 

Lewis, Leo, New Clee, Lincs, out | employment Great 
Grimsby Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 23 

LitrrLewoop, Hexry, Dudley, Milliner Dudley Pet Jan 
21 Ord Jan 23 

Lucas, Joun, Cowden, Kent, Builder Tunbridge Wells 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

sayy ae J H, Bedford sq High Court Pet Dec 16 


rd Jan 21 
Puiuurs, Lewis Henry, nee st, Furrier High Court 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 


Riec, Artuur, Old Broad. st, Mechanical Engineer High 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Rosinson, VALENTINE, & Co, Poultry, Auctioneers High 
Court’ Pet Dec 24 == Jan 22 

Sanpey, Atrrep, Barry, @ fengh A Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Dec 17 Ord Jan 


20 
Taytor, Navcy, Clifton, Bristol, A wea house Keeper 
Bristol Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan * xi 
Tay Po ALLEN, Saffron Walden, Ever, Fishmonger Cam- 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 
me... Hewry, Burnley, Chemist Burnley Pet Jan 7 
Ord Jan 22 
Tuomas, - ae oy gd es Glam, Farmer 
iff Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 
Wi.urams, Morcax, Pontypridd, Glam, Painter Ponty- 
pridd Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 


The following amended notice is substituted or that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan. 16. 


LapwortH, Tuomas Wituiam, and Amoz Wituram Haves, 
wo . Boiler Makers Birmingham Pet 22 
‘an 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


A.pripar, Jouy, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Sieger Feb 5 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 36, Prince’s st, Ipswi 
ANDREWS, Hesry, Reading, Artist Feb 5 
Hotel 

Beyy, Cuartes Epwarp, Aruertox Eowarp Asucey, 
and Joun Grey Rvussevt, King William st, General 
Merchants Feb9at11 Bankruptcy buildings, Portu- 
gal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Broventoy, Harry, Colne, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer 
Feb 3 at 3.90 Off Ree, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Manchester 
Burier, Cuartes Grorer, Yarmouth, I.W., Refreshment 
Feb 4 at 2 Holyrood chmbrs, New- 


at 12 Queen’s 


House Keeper 
port, I.W. 
Carter, Grorer, Killinghall, Middleton, St. George, 
ee Labourer Feb 4 at 3 Off Rec, Middles- 
Trou 


CuaRKson, Henry Forster, Ilkley, Yorks, Painter Feb 
3 at 110ff Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Ciose, WittiaM Aucar Epw ArD, Landport, Herbalist 
Feb 9 AF Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 





Coorss. Jasins Curupert, Manchester, Merchant. Feb 12 


Bridge st, Manchester 

Prony Booting ofa = chmabee, Blige st, Feb 4 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Demhaset, Couix, ge Fanci, een. Feb 16 - 3.30 

re ie “oe court bldgs, N i aa 

FLETcue: ARCHIBALD, Reading, Agent Feb 4at1 
Of ~ 17, Hertford st, Onur 


7 
“AS Marys, Monkwearmouth, Sunderland, 
Feb 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunder- 


land 
Gopparp, WILLIAM wee ‘ton, Agent Feb 
4at12 Off Ree, 4, Pa’ on ae, Bho rd, 
's row, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Tobacco Manufac- 
Lincoln’s 


FLETCHER, 
Painter 


Go psere, B, 
Feb 24 at 12 33, 

Gooprs, ALFRED Grorer, Newgate 
turer Feb 6 at 11° Bankruptcy 
inn 

Grirritus, Henry, Worcester, Boot Dealer Feb 5 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Worcester 


Harpwe.t, Samvet Moss, Kingskerswell, Devon, Black- 
smith Feb7at11 Off Rec, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Harvey, James, Fonthill rd, 
4at2.30 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hensman, Henry CHARLES, Weston Favell, Northampton- 
tural t Dealer Feb 4 at 12 


County Court “eg 
Hest, p eon es exry Sanpersoy, Not- 
ham, Clothiers Feb 3 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s 


I beg Li Stockbroker Feb Gat 3 Off 
RVINE, +. oo ee er Feb 6a 
35, Vi 


Ie emeh, oh Chip b Geese, poe Brome. Came 
i 6 at 2.30 ruptey 
bl Lincoln's inn fields 
Irwts, —% South Bank, Yorks, Plumber Feb 11 at 3 
Sh, Feb 4 at 2 Crypt 
AMES, EVAN, er Fe' at 2.30 Cryp 
hmbrs, Chester 


€ 
JONES, Roper Hewry, Sou! nr Wrexham, Labourer 
Feb 10 at 11.15 The Prio rexham 
ithsea, Mi) kc Purveyor | haw 9at3.30 Off 


Kent, JAMES, 
Cam! Bi. High st, Portsmouth 
ae rE rm oany, Se Herne Bay, Kant, Ma Maltster Feb 
Off Castile st, Canterb 


ary 

a. baa R Tuomas, Ni , Hairdresser ha Sat il 
Off St Peter’s Church walk, Notti 

ames, Long Benton, ian’ La- 

Feb 3 at3 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Mavenay, Jonny Haveert, Lombard st Feb 4at 12 33,° 
’s inn fiel 
McApam, J. N., Surrey House, Victoria Embankment, 
Civil Engineer Feb 5at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Mureny, Atrrep, Portsea, Oilman Feb iéat3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Peert, Georce Eow —_ Lyminge, Kent, Grocer Feb 6at 
10 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 
Rees, Davin, and Saran Ans , ond Abercarn, Mon, 
bane _ 4at12 Off Rec, Council chmbrs, Corn st, 
e on 


Riecey, Cuarves P. H., late International Club, Trafal, 
sq, Gent Feb 4 ati 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rosixsox, Wiii1am, Southsea, Toy eee Feb 10 at 
12.30 Chamber of C 145, € 

Sravus, Henry Frepericx Euston rd, ‘Cabinet Maker Feb 
“se Bankruptcy bidngs, Portugal st, n’s inn 


Srewart, Josepn, Darlington, Furniture Dealer Feb 4 at 
3 Off Ree, Mi 


es 
Tayior, Henry, Burnley, Chemist Feb5at3 Exchange 
Nicholas 


st, 
Tay.or, Wituam Joun, Jarrow, Durham, Provision Dealer 
Feb 3 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 

Tompson, Tuomas James, Bury St Ed ds, © 
Feb 5 at12 Off Rec, 36, Redness st, Ipswich 

Turyver, Epwarp Rosert Septimus, and Atrrep Hexry 
Ferevsoyn Turver, Luton, , Grocers Feb 3 at 11 
Court house, Luton 

Wurre, Georce Tuomas, Ripe, Sussex, Baker Feb 5 at 
2.15 17, High st, Lewes 

Witv, Tuomas Suerrersox, Kegworth, Leics, Cattle 
Dealer Feb 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leices- 


ter 

—— Agen New Eltham, Kent, Jobmaster Feb 4 
at 1 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Cisne Frepericx, Vauxhall, Birmingham, Outdoor 
Beerseller Feb 5 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Asuworrn, Tuomas, Bradford, Lead Trap Maker Brad- 
ford Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Beaumont, Henry, Cleckheaton, Wheelwright Bradford 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Ber, W111 Am, and Joux Beut, Newcastle on Tyne, Pro- 
= M ts Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan2 Ord 

an 24 

Buack, Rosert, and Joun Downie Apatr, Malton, Yorks, 
N Scarborou, Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan 22 

, Fancy Draper Birming- 


Lawsoy, 
bourer 





I hoila. 





urseryman 
BReEARLEY oy map 
ham Pet Jan 


Secmeman Hany, Colne 
Burnley Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Bury, Rosert Josern, Neweastle on Ray Grocer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jan 23 Ord J 
st, y anining 


Davis, Henry, Jewin st, ‘haniate o 
Furrier High Court Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 24 

Deyyy, Freperick Wituiam, Neweastle st, anes, 
— Victualler High Court Pet Jan 16 

an 24 


Fiercuer, Tuomas Marys, Monkswearmouth, 

Painter Sunderland Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 23 
Foster, Wititam, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds Pet Jan 
G i ot Meta 

ARRETT, ARTHUR we, 


6 ce Ord Jan 3) 
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Hanrsorp, Wim, Gt taeets, Fish Buyer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 2 
HarpweE.it, Samvet Moss, Kingskerswell, Devon, Iron- 
monger Exeter Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
Hese.tixe, Joun Henry, Uj _o- 
mercial Traveller 


Hooroyx, Wiii1am, Choriton wu lock, Manchester, 
Plumber chester Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 22 

Irving, Patrick, Liverpool, Stockbroker Liverpool Pet 
Jan14 Ord Jan 24 

(awry, Jonx, South Bank, Yorks, Plumber Stockton on 

z Tees = Middlesborough = Jan 4 Ord Jan a 

ACKSON, GeorGE, Bracebridge, Lincs, Nurseryman - 
coln Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

James, Tuomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 22 

Jenkins, FREDERICK, Pontypridd, Glam, Butcher Ponty- 
pridd Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 


Lapwortn, Toomas WitiiAM, A. | Amoz WitiiAm Hayes, 
» Boiler Makers Birmingham Pet Dee 
22 = 19 
a Fates, Nottingham, Hairdresser Notting- 
: ham Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 eon 
AWSON, JAMES, West Chevin, or’ ~ ourneyman 
Currier Leeds Pet Jan 22 rs PS 
Lewis, Leo, New Clee, Lincs, - = + a Great 
Grimsby Pet Jan 22 Ord J: 
Lucas, Joux, Cowden, _ Builder Tunbridge Wells 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 
wer Joun A Pan Shoe Manufacturer North- 
T Ran J Ghitton, stl, Lod h eepe 
Mn 4 ANCY ton, Bristol mghouse K r 
Bristol Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan " 
Tayior, AteN, Saffron Walden, som, Fishmonger 
Cam Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 
Tuomas, Atrrep Henny, Adelaide rd, ‘South Hampstead. 
ae Proprietor High Court’ Pet Jan 20 Ord 
‘an 
Tomas, Tuomas, Colwinstone, nr Bridgend, Glam, Farmer 
Cardiff Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Wageesy; James, and CHar.es , ae K, West Harn- 
ham 29 Wilts, Gowkeepers Salisbury Pet Jan 19 Ord 
an 2% 
Winyiaas ge ph a | ee Glam, Painter Pontypridd 


RESCISSION om RECEIVING ORDER. 


Brartuwatte, J H, Aldershot, Hampshire, Captain Guild- 
ford Ree Ord Bept 18 Rese Jan 22 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 
Jackson, Esturr, Southwick st, Hyde park High Court 
Rec Ord Jan 17, 1890 Adjud Jan 21, 1890 Resc and 
Annul Jan 23, 1891 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 5.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrrevp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Reversions, Policies, Shares, an 
Debentures, Leasehold Ground-rents, Residence, Shop, 


(see advertisement, this ‘week, p. 4). 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, i 
ts requested that application be made direc 
to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE fees} MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Par xm J the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
dicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Iaw Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ESIDENT PATIENTS. ili List of Medical 
Men in all parts willing to receive into their homes 
Resident Patients, together with a = ae tion of the 
accommodation offered, terms, &c., ad without 
Syupe from Mr. G. B. SrockEr, 8, Canester-pac, Strand, 


Pjo0xs BOUGHT. —To Giasidecs, iolici- 
tors, &v.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Stand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES or 
emailer collections of Books, in town or country, giving the 
utmost value in cash; also value for PROBATE.. Ex- 
yo eg iy Femeptly ae als go trouble 
rellers. Esta 1816... Telegraphic 

fade Bookmcn, London. Code in use, Unicode. 


accommodation at en to 


OOD, as well as 
additional Offices at 
Chef Office. 


NOTICE.—Change of Address. 
Me: H. E, MILNER begs to notify that pace anlar: to meet the need for Segre of 





for © 
CHAMBERS, 7, “VICTORIA STREET, 8.W., which henceforward will be his 
HENRY ERNEST MILNER, F.L.S., ASSOC. M. INST. C.E., 


Landscape Gardener. 





CLASSES for FINAL and HONOURS EXAMINATION 
are taken personally for two hours each day by 


R. GEO. F. HUGGINS (First in First 
Class Honours, Easter, 1880, and Winner o> the 
Clement’s-inn Prize, and ham Gold Medal). 
Postal 7 —For parti , terms, &c., alg 89, 
Chancery- 
pomcepmennds January last 17 out of 19 pupils sent up 
passed dnd 3 obtained Honours. During the last eight years 
825 out of 900 pupils sent up have passed, and a large percentage 
have obtained Honours, All prizes awarded in connection with 
the Final have from time to time been won by his pupils, includ- 
ing the Clement’s and Clifford’s-inn and Reardon Prizes, 
titted Gold Medal, &c. 


R. J. HARPER SCAIFE (LL.B., Lond., 
Law ae at King’s College, Joint-Editor of 
“The Jurist’) and 


Mr. W. GREENWOOD, 


Barristers-at-Law, continue to PREPARE Candidates for 
the Bar, Solicitors, and LL.B. Examinations in Chambers 
and Ag pons a” it nas 3 F iggy hoe seers. = 
8 pre; rrespondence urses for ese 
slaatinne including a carefully-devised System ad 

Memory Aids, which has proved to of great utilit 
upils. Oral’ Classes in chambers for April _ us 
tions.—For particulars, successes, and fees, ad- 

dress, 1, Elm-court, Temple. 











ONEY.-— Householders or Lodgers 

desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 

Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 

= offices of the ConsoLipaTEp Company, 43, Great Tower- 

street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid 

out ; no fees ; the full sum advanced without deduction ; 
an old-established and genuine firm.—Address, Man acer. 


£ 2, 000 REQUIRED on MORTGAGE. 

—Amount will be guaranteed Mortgage 
povhiad: Bes Corporation.—F., London Institution, Finsbury- 
circus. 


ARTNERSHIP. —Wanted t to Purchase by 
Solicitor, 8 years managing clerk with same firm in 
Lincoln’s-inn, Partnership in an established family — 
conveyancing business in London.—Apply, by letter, to 
R. B., care of Street Brothers, 5, Serle.street, Lincoln’s-inn. 








LA: —Advertiser seeks Re-engagement as 
Chancery or all-round Manager; great and varied 

experience ; can act without supervision ; undeniable refer- 

ences.—E., 94, Mallinson-road, Clapham "Junction, S.W. 


AW. —Great Saving.—Abstracts Copied at 
Sixpence per sheet; Drafts, Costs, and Briefs One 
Penny per folio; Deeds Three Half-pence per 
folio net.—Kerr & Lanuam, 3, Chichester-rents, by 84, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 








ANTED.—Assistant Chancery Clerk (not 

admitted) who understands his work; age not ex- 

ceeding 25.—Apply, in first instance, "ae are only with 

og ticulars an asked, to y Messrs. 
- White & Gon, $8 eet-atreet, E 


AN’ TED. —Conveyancing, Chiaieieee:, or 

General Clerkship 1 ge ya (admitted December, 
1888), who has been for t four years with Messrs. 
Patersons, Snow, & Co., 25, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
to whom reference may be made.—Apply, stating terms, to 
R. M., at above 





ANTED. iin for several large 

sums of money waiting Investment on Mortgage, 

- 000 at 34 per cent. (landed estate only), £3,000 to £5,000, 

to 43 per cent. on freehold or leasehold residences or 

he BB places.— Bett, Wii1iams, Son, Land 
Agents, 40, North John-street, Liverpool. 





ie SOLICITORS and OTHERS.— Wanted, 
the Will (if any) of the late RUSSELL MORRISON, 

og court, E.C.—Apply, W. R. Parrissoy, 2, Fen- 
me | 





LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY invites 

applications from gentlemen having a connec- 

tion among solicitors and others likely to in uce business 

for the post of London Inspector; to a really suitable | 
candidate liberal terms of remuneration will be 





' ACTS HUNTED UP; Registers Searched ; 
Wills Found ; Pedigrees Traced ; in British Museum, 
Record Office, an 


or Type.—Pracocx & Peacock, Antiquarian Genealogists, 
1, Doughty-street, W.C. 





BARKING ROAD. 
Freehold Gro one collection, at a low reserve, # 


ESSRS. JOHN CAREY & CO. will SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on TUESD. 
FEB. 24, Ti g01 at TWO o clock, the valuable FREEHOLD 
GROUND RENT of £96 per annum, with the 
85 year, to the rack rentals of about £250 per pono ; 
secure 1 16 dwelling houses, = 11 to 41 (odd num." 
bers rs only , Carlton- , Hermit-road, Barking-road, E. 
rs and conditions of sale of Messrs. Bolton & 
wg Solicitors, 11, Gray’s Inn-square, W.C.; at the 
Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 75, Crouch-end-hill, N. 2 





BARKING, E. 


ys JOHN CAREY & CO. will SELL © 
AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on babes 
FEBRU RY 24, 1891, at TWO o ’clock precisely, valuable 
long LEASEHOLD IMPROVED GROU D RENT, > 
ey ey Nos. 1 to 20, Bifrons-square. Held for 92 | 
m. Christmas, 1886, at £90 per annum, and under- 
mong at £ £125 for 87 years from 1890. Net profit income™ 
£35 perannum. Rack-rentals £216. a 
Particulars and conditions of sale of Messrs. Daniel § 
Jones & Linnett, Solicitors, 1, Quality-court, Chancery-lane; — 
at end-hill, N. and at the Auctioneers’ Offices, 75, uch- 
end-! 


W. \\7 IMBLEDON, SURREY.— - Preparation 

a Eton, Harrow, and Winchester.—Rev. W. A. 

M.A., Receives Little Boys intended for these three 

a. Five minutes’ walk from the common. Every 

effort made to insure the comfort and happiness of the 

boys. go on application to Helmsley School, 
Wimbledon, 


TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES for 
SALE for the parsons month contains 2,000 invest- 
ments and can be had free. Particulars inserted without 
cl . Itis the medium for selling or purchas- 
ing property by private contract.—Mr. Stimsox, Auctioneer, 
Surveyor and Valuer, 2, New Kent-road, 8.E 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT an. 
SURVEYOR, LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 
CHANCERY-LANE, is prepared to conduct Sales of Free- 
hold —- Leasehol a" Properties by Auction on Moderate 
terms. The Management of A. a and Collection of 
Rents undertaken. 


O TRUSTEES.—Excellent City Pradels 
Investment.—To be Sold, a most secure Inv 
comprising a large warehouse in a valuable locality, close t rs 
New; ; lett toa le on repairing 
lease at £1,300 per annum ; the tenants pay all ra’ on 
&c., and insure ; sae} to pay, 5 per cent.—. Agely te 
Jongs, Lane, & 8, King-street, Cheapside, E.C. 


thn LAW STATIONERS.— Attractive Shop 
to be Let, in the best part of Chancery-lane.—Apply 
to Mr. Tuomas Ciarkz, 63, Chancery-lane, 4 

















REVERSIONS. e 
AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuairnman—Edward James Bevir, Esq., Q.c. 
Derury-Cuarrman—The Rt. Hon. Feng Soe Cecil. —— M.P. 
Reversions and e Interests F 
- Deferred Seauities granted in exchange for ee 
and pe it Interests. 
be obtained on the security of Reversions. 
ieee Immediate, Deferred, and Contingent, an 
also Endowments ted on favourable terms. 
Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further in- 
formation, may be had at -" atjan. 


. B. CLABON, Secretary. 








Pen an ERA eey SS J. W. Vickers, 5, Nichoblenc, | 


Local Registries. Books and Papers | 
Copied and Translated in any Language from Manuscript | 


HE NATIONAL PROV INCIAL TRUS- 
TEES AND ASSETS CORPURATION, LIMITED, 
Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 

| TEEING DEBENTURES anf other SECURITIES. 

CHARLES NORRIS, Secretary. 
Ofer, 11, Queen Victoria-street, Tante, E.C. 


| [MPSBEAL nee eOURANCE coM- 


BEE a 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £800,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 








Office 


taken 





dalle ins anata 





